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Recent international calls in teacher education include increased quantity and quality of field experiences
for pre-service teachers (IALEI, 2008; NCATE, 2010). Despite increased attention to the quality of field
experiences, there remains “much disagreement about the conditions for teacher learning that must
exist for this learning in and from practice to be educative and enduring” (Zeichner, 2010, p. 91). In this
formative experiment study (Reinking & Bradley, 2008), we use Dewey’s (1933) ideas about judgment,
analysis/synthesis, and balance to explore reflection as a communal process which results in “warranted
assertabilities” (Dewey, 1986, p. 15) about teaching and learning. Findings show the presence of
knowledgable others helped to focus the conversations on teaching and learning but that reflection, as
conceived of by Dewey, did not occur. Therefore, additional inquiry is needed into the facilitation of the
process of reflection.

� 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Recent, international calls in teacher education include both
increased quantity and quality of field experiences for pre-service
teachers (International Alliance of Leading Education Institutes
(IALEI), 2008; National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education Report of the Blue Ribbon Panel on Clinical Preparation
and Partnerships for Improved Learning (NCATE), 2010). As such,
teacher preparation programs are increasing the amount of time
pre-service teachers spend in classrooms (Zeichner, 2010).
Increased time in the field however, does not necessarily result in
quality experiences that lead to pre-service teachers’ ability to be
reflective, responsive practitioners who make decisions within
complex, diverse contexts that positively impact student learning
uso), ddennisusf@gmail.com

All rights reserved.
(Allsopp, DeMarie, Alvarez-McHatton, & Doone, 2006; Ronfeldt &
Reininger, 2012). As such, attention has been given to the quality of
field experiences in various countries (Darling-Hammond &
Leiberman, 2012; Le Cornu & Ewing, 2008). Despite increased
attention to the quality of field experiences, there remains “much
disagreement about the conditions for teacher learning that must
exist for learning in and from practice to be educative and
enduring” (Zeichner, 2010, p. 91).

One mode of thought associated with educative experience is
reflection (Dewey, 1933). For Dewey, reflection is defined by one’s
ability “to look back over what has been done so as to extract the
net meanings which are the capital stock for intelligent dealing
with future experiences” (Dewey, 1938, p.110). Indeed, reflection in
pre-service teacher education is a popular discourse world-wide
and is included in the IALEI (2008) report as a means by which
pre-service teachers integrate content knowledge, pedagogical
knowledge, and praxis (Rasmussen, 2008). The IALEI (2008) ac-
knowledges that such integration left to pre-service teachers alone
is risky. Therefore, it is important for teacher educators to
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understand what/how support structures impact pre-service
teachers’ reflective practices.

In this paper, we respond to the IALEI (2008) statement that
leaving the synthesis of content knowledge, pedagogical knowl-
edge, and praxis to pre-service teachers alone is risky. We do so by
engaging in a formative design experiment (Reinking & Bradley,
2008). The purpose of this formative experiment (Reinking &
Bradley, 2008) is to merge theory about reflection (Dewey, 1933)
with the actual practice of reflection to develop ‘fresh’ or ‘new’

understandings of the process.
As formative design experiments are cyclical in nature, the

structure of this paper deviates from a traditional linear outline.
First we unpack the ideas about reflection with which we entered
this inquiry. Next, we provide a review of the literature and identify
a gap which necessitates this study. Then, we share the broad
context within which this study is situated and the purposes and
characteristics of formative design experiments (Reinking &
Bradley, 2008). After that introduction, we present the two pha-
ses of this study. Within each phase we share the specific context
including the support structures in place during that phase, the
methods we used to collect and analyze the data, the findings, and
our new understandings which resulted from juxtaposing the
findings from each phase with Dewey’s (1933, 1938, 1986) theo-
retical writings about reflection. Lastly, we discuss the implications
this study has on understanding support structures that impact the
reflection process.

1.1. Our initial understandings of reflection

We entered this inquiry with both theoretical and practical
understandings about reflection. Below we detail those initial un-
derstandings. First, we viewed reflection as a process. This view
was informed by Dewey’s (1933) writings about the phases within
the reflective act. In the pre-reflective phase, one has an experience
in which dissonance is felt. Thinking then turns to reflection as the
person experiences,

(1) suggestions, in which the mind leaps forward to a possible
solution; (2) an intellectualization of the difficulty or perplexity
that has been felt (directly experienced) into a problem to be
solved, a question for which the answer must be sought; (3) the
use of one suggestion after another as a leading idea, or hy-
pothesis, to initiate and guide observation and other operations
in collection of factual material; (4) the mental elaboration of
the idea or supposition as an idea or supposition (reasoning, in
the sense in which reasoning is a part, not the whole, of infer-
ence); and (5) testing the hypothesis by overt or imaginative
action. (p. 107).

Within Dewey’s (1933) writings about reflection as a process
which is spawned by dissonance, judgment plays a key role.
Judgment in the Deweyian sense, is using previously constructed
theory to select or reject the pertinent aspects of an experience.
These judgments or discernment play a critical role in knowing, as
Deweywrites, “.what to let go as of no account; what to eliminate
as irrelevant; what to retain as conducive to the outcome; what to
emphasize as a clew to the difficulty” (p. 123). Judgment pre-
supposes background knowledge. In the case of pre-service
teachers, judgment presupposes knowledge about teaching and
learning, which, for pre-service teachers is largely informed by
their apprenticeship of observation (Lortie, 1975) and is custodial in
orientation (Britzman, 1991). Therefore, in this study, we attended
to the role of judgment in Phase I by providing support in the form
of theories from coursework and conversations with the Literacy
Content Coaches (the authors of this paper).
For Dewey (1933), human knowing is a communal activity.
Therefore, we believed a knowledgeable other (Vygotsky,1978) was
needed to provide support throughout the process of reflection. At
the onset of this study, we defined knowledgable other as a
member of the teaching community of practice (theory/research
about teaching and learning, collaborating teacher, university su-
pervisor) who draws from her/his experience and theoretical un-
derstandings to guide the pre-service teacher in the reflection
process as she/he creates “warranted assertabilities” (Dewey, 1986,
p. 15) about teaching and learning from her/his field experiences.

1.2. Review of the literature

We used our above described initial understandings of reflec-
tion (a process, which involves judgment, and interaction with
knowledgable others) as a lens through which to view the research
on support structures for reflection in pre-service teacher educa-
tion. Researchers most often examine the effects of varying support
structures (prompts, video, conversation with others) by leveling
the artifacts (journal entries, blog entries, transcripts of conversa-
tions, etc.) left behind after the process of reflection has occurred.
Although many leveling and typifying taxonomies exist, (Hatton &
Smith, 1995; Kitchener & King, 1981; Meizirow, 1991; Van Manen,
1977; Zeichner & Liston, 1987) they follow a common pattern of
low levels of reflection being considered those in which the pre-
service teacher merely describes an experience to high levels of
reflection as those in which the pre-service teacher considers the
moral and ethical dimensions of her/his experiences. Below we
review the literature about the effects support structures have on
the reported levels of reflection demonstrated by pre-service
teachers in light of our initial understandings of reflection.

1.2.1. Reflection in isolation with support structures
Studies in which pre-service teachers are asked to reflect in

isolation without support structures show pre-service teachers
primarily engaged in low levels of reflection (Delandshere & Arens,
2003; Wunder, 2003). Indeed, comparison studies (Dawson, 2006;
Hamlin, 2004) create evidence which suggests pre-service teachers
engage in perceived higher levels of reflection when support
structures are in place. Therefore, researchers have examined how
various support structures impact the levels of reflection present in
the artifacts (journal entries, critical incident papers, etc.) created
by pre-service teachers. Some researchers report high levels of
reflection when the support of frameworks (Chitpin, 2006;
Rodman, 2010), and self-assessment tools are present (Samuels &
Betts, 2007). However many others report low levels of reflection
when support structures are conceived of in contexts where pre-
service teachers are required to reflect in isolation (Chamoso &
Caceres, 2009; Chitpin, Simon, & Galipeau, 2008; El-Dib, 2007;
Liakopoulou, 2012; Nagle, 2009; Seban, 2009).

We juxtaposed the findings of these studies with our initial
theoretical understandings about reflection and were not surprised
by the predominance of reported low levels. First, we understand
how a pre-service teacher would most likely create an artifact that
was a description (commonly considered a low level of reflection)
of a field experience. Evenwhen support structures such as guiding
questions and self-assessment surveys are provided, the pre-
service teacher is left to her/his own novice understandings of
teaching and learning in order to determine “.what to let go as of
no account; what to eliminate as irrelevant; what to retain as
conducive to the outcome; what to emphasize as a clew to the
difficulty” (Dewey, 1933, p. 123). When left to determine impor-
tance of a field experience on their own it is commonly understood
that pre-service teachers rely on their understandings about
teaching and learning largely created from their ‘apprenticeship of
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observation’ (Lortie,1975). These understandings could conceivably
serve the purpose of concretizing their already held beliefs about
teaching and learning rather than developing professional, “war-
ranted assertabilities” (Dewey, 1986, p. 15) about teaching and
learning which are the result of reflection. This is not a negative
condition per se, in fact, it is precisely the prejudices pre-service
teachers have about teaching and learning that are necessary for
them to enter into a conversation (Gadamer, 1976) with their field
experience. Indeed,

Only the support of familiar and common understanding makes
possible the venture into the alien, the lifting up of something
out of the alien, and thus the broadening and enrichment of our
own experience of the world (Gadamer, 1976, p. 15).

But relying on familiar understanding alone will not create new
insights. Rodgers (2002) points to reflection as a means of not only
uncovering these preconceptions, but also analyzing and reducing
them to workable localized theories of teaching. In this way,
reflection is communal (Dewey, 1933) and takes collision with
another person’s horizon (Gadamer, 1976) to bring into existence
imaginative ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning.

Secondly, relying on memory of a field experience can be
problematic. It is well documented that discrepancies occur be-
tween memory and experience (Hsee & Hastie, 2006; Wirtz,
Kruger, Scollon, & Diener, 2003). There are many reasons that
memories of experience become distorted including “an over-
reliance of memory on prominent instances, thereby ignoring less
noticeable events” (Miron-Shatz, Stone, & Kahneman, 2009, p. 886),
and a tendency to recall events more favorably than they actually
occurred (Wirtz et al., 2003). Which is why the addition of video as
a tool to aid in the reflection process (Calandra, Brabtley-Dias, Lee, &
Fox, 2009; Rosaen, Lundeberg, Cooper, Fritzen, & Terpstra, 2008) is
important. Although video does not ameliorate the aspect of
judgment (i.e. we believe a knowledgeable other is still needed to
assist the pre-service teacher in discerning which aspects of the
experience are pertinent) it does provide a text that can be revisited
throughout the reflection process. In other words, merely using
video in the reflection process does not assure high levels of
reflection (Yesilbursa, 2011). However, we believe the combination
of video and interaction with knowledgeable others could provide
support for key aspects of reflection.

1.2.2. Reflection as communal activity with knowledgeable others
Indeed, researchers have examined reflection as it is carried out

in conjunctionwith perceived knowledgeable others. Husu, Toom&
Patrikainen (2008) analyzed the conversation between pre-service
teachers and their university supervisors using a video stimulated
recall method. They coded for levels of reflection present in the
conversations and found nearly one third of the talk to be focused
on habitual reflection (description) and 33% of the talk to occur at
the introspective level (how a teacher feels about the experience
and how it affects them). However, as Dewey (1933) would note,
description and feelings are not reflection.

Sewall (2009) also examined the effect video-elicited dialogue
between pre-service teachers and their university supervisor has
on levels of reflection. In this comparison study, the participants
were required to reflect in conversationwith a supervisor after they
had taught a lesson in which the supervisor observed. The same
pre-service teachers were then required to select a 15 min portion
of video of their teaching (a different lesson). Both the supervisor
and the pre-service teacher viewed the video and made notes. The
conversation they had with each other about the videoed lesson
was recorded and transcribed. Findings show the supervisor mak-
ing the majority of reflective comments in the observation model
while the pre-service teachers made more reflective comments in
the video elicited conversations.

In a study designed by Harford and MacRuairc (2008), pre-
service teachers were required to video their teaching. In a tuto-
rial session, each pre-service teacher was required to show their
video to the group after providing the rationale for the lesson and
relevant contextual information. The university supervisor was
present to facilitate the conversation to “ encourage debate and
foster reflection” (p. 1886) by posing questions. Findings from this
study document the students becoming more reflective as the year
progressed.

The findings of these studies point to possibilities. It seems
possible for video and interaction with knowledgeable others to
create conditions for reflective practices to develop (Harford &
MacRuairc, 2008) but video and interaction with knowledgeable
others does not assure (Husu et al., 2008) reflection will occur. We
believe much remains ambiguous about the combination of these
two support structures and their effects on reflective practices. In
what ways can/do knowledgeable others interact with pre-service
teachers during the reflective process? In what ways is the video
used by both the pre-service teacher and knowledgeable other
during the reflective process? What role does judgment play when
pre-service teachers and knowledgeable others use video of field
experiences to create ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and
learning? The above questions, we believe, highlight the gaps in the
literature about the effects video and knowledgeable others have on
the reflective practices of pre-service teachers. Therefore, we began
a formative design experiment (Reinking & Bradley, 2008) to create
understandings about the roles knowledgeable others and judg-
ment play in the reflective practices of pre-service teachers when
theyare required to use video of theirfield experiences to reflect and
create ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning.

2. Methodology/Methods

2.1. Broad context

In response to the calls for more clinically-based teacher edu-
cation programs (IALEI, 2008; NCATE, 2010), we designed an
Elementary Teacher Residency Program (ETRP), a cohort focused on
extensive time in the field supported by integrated coursework and
ample opportunities for supported pre-service teacher reflection.
We piloted the ETRP during the 2011e2012 academic year. In
partnership with three Professional Development Schools (PDS),
coursework was built to meet the needs of time spent in the field.
The focus of the program moved from understanding children’s
diverse needs in semester one, a literacy block focused on using
data to make instructional decisions in semester two, arts inte-
gration in semester three, and then a focus on STEM in the year-
long residency internship (semesters 4 and 5). Each semester, the
course instructors met to align expectations across courses, inte-
grate content, and shift coursework from the university classroom
to the elementary field experience. Together, course faculty
developed culminating assignments that incorporated the focus of
each semester, the goals of each course, and the pre-service
teachers’ field experiences. Thirteen pre-service teachers were
selected to participate in the program following an application
process that was required in addition to acceptance in the College
of Education. The pre-service teachers signed a contract indicating
they understood that the program (1) worked on the school district
calendar, (2) required their presence Monday-Friday, 7:30ame

3:30pm (a contract day for teachers in our partner school district),
and (3) the second year was a full-time, full-year residency expe-
rience. All 13 students agreed to participate in research relating to
the ETRP.
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2.2. Formative experiment

Reinking and Bradley (2008) offer that formative experiments
are heavily grounded in theory, but in ways that are different from
more traditional educational research methodologies. In formative
experiments, researchers put theory in “harm’s way” (Reinking &
Bradley, p. 18) to determine the usefulness of the theory in prac-
tice. Formative experiments allow researchers to approach the
question “What could be?” and merge research and practice to
produce more transparent findings. Guided by systematic data
collection and analysis, the goal of formative experiments is to
“.bring about positive change in education environments through
creative, innovative, instructional interventions grounded in the-
ory” (Reinking & Bradley, p. 6). When conducting formative ex-
periments, researchers ask questions that are investigated in real
educational settings, leaving the context only minimally con-
strained by the research. Although sometimes confused with action
research, formative experiments include the teacher as a valued
informant, rather than as the researcher. In the case of this research,
the pre-service teachers are the valued informants who partici-
pated in and supported the inquiry. Also, as argued by Reinking and
Bradley, theory development is secondary in action research, at
best, but is the purpose of entering into the iterative formative
experiment approach to studying educational practices. Thus, re-
searchers “acquire data that produce rich explanatory descriptions
that link interdependent variables in an authentic educational
context to pedagogical outcomes in ways that inform theories”
(Reinking & Bradley, p. 46).

Following the identification of a theory, in our case, Dewey’s
approach to reflection,wedesignedan instanceof the theory (Phase I)
that occurredwithin a real educational setting (Anderson& Shattuck,
2012).We collected and analyzed formative data on the instance, and
fromtheseanalyses, revised the instance (Phase II). Because formative
experiments are iterative, we repeated the data collection and anal-
ysis cycle (Phase II), and will continue to do so until we revise, or
develop, a theory that informs the field. In this paper, we discuss the
context, methods, and findings for Phase I and Phase II of our work.

3. Phase I

3.1. Specific context

Phase I began in the Spring of 2012. We (authors) were co-
teaching a “literacy block” that included a reading strategies
course and an assessment course to the same TRP cohort of 13 pre-
service teachers. As part of the ETRP, we also served as the uni-
versity supervisors who supported the students’ literacy learning.
We termed this dual role “Literacy Content Coaches”. We integrated
our syllabi to highlight the interwoven nature of assessing literacy
abilities and planning/facilitating literacy instruction. We created
assignments that needed to be completed during their field expe-
riences. For example, the pre-service teachers learned about a
particular literacy assessment in class and they would administer
the assessment to a small group of elementary students during
their field experience. They returned to class with the results and
analyzed the literacy abilities of the elementary students. Next,
they learned about lesson formats that are designed to develop
particular literacy abilities and worked to choose an appropriate
lesson format for their students. They designed a lesson for the
small group of elementary students they assessed. The pre-service
teachers taught (and video- recorded) the lesson they designed for
the elementary students. These cycles continued throughout the
semester.

The first cycle was centered around developing the compre-
hension abilities of elementary students. The pre-service teachers
learned how to administer and interpret the results of the Devel-
opmental Reading Assessment (DRA). Their interpretations
informed their instructional decisions about which lesson format,
materials, and instructional strategies to choose. We met with each
pre-service teacher individually to provide support as they
designed a comprehension lesson. During these meetings, the pre-
service teacher developed an hypothesis they wished to test about
teaching and learning. The inclusion of an hypothesis was made by
considering Dewey’s description of the reflective process and
attempting to include an element to the reflective process that
would emphasize the pre-service teachers responsibility for and
connection to elementary student learning. An example hypothesis
is, if I engage in a literate conversation with kindergarteners, then
they will comprehend text beyond the literal level. The pre-service
teachers taught and video recorded their lesson. Next, they viewed
their lesson and coded for evidence that either supported or refuted
their hypothesis. After they coded their video and thought about
their lesson on their own, they met with either Literacy Content
Coach to engage in a reflective conversation about their teaching
and student learning. During these conversations, the pre-service
teachers shared their hypothesis and evidence they coded for in
relation to their hypothesis. The above described cycle became
known as a Teaching Cycle. A Teaching Cycle included sequence of
events which can be found in Appendix A.

3.1.1. Conditions for reflection
We believe the above description of a teaching cycle oper-

ationalizes reflection as a process which involves judgment and
interaction with a knowledgeable other. For example, the impetus
for the teaching cycle is an hypothesis about teaching and learning
created by the pre-service teacher with the support of ideas from
our coursework. The inclusion of a self-generated hypothesis was to
assist the pre-service teacher in exercising her developing judg-
ment as she selected an idea to test in experience.

Additionally, the pre-service teacher exercised her developing
judgment, in the Deweyian sense, as she coded for evidence that
supported or refuted her hypothesis. When the pre-service teacher
was coding video of herself teaching, we believe she was engaged
in the first two phases of the process of reflection Dewey describes,

(1) suggestions, in which the mind leaps forward to a possible
solution; (2) an intellectualization of the difficulty or perplexity
that has been felt (directly experienced) into a problem to be
solved, a question for which the answer must be sought.”

(Dewey, 1933, p. 107)

The Literacy Content Coaches also watched the video of the pre-
service teachers’ teaching, and coded it using our judgment. We
made notes of the salient aspects of the experience as evidenced by
the video and wrote questions that we might ask in an effort to
create dialectic tension. For example, in one teaching cycle I (Lit-
eracy Content Coach A) made note of a child struggling with
decoding a particular text. In the margin, I wrote ‘What did you
notice about Tammy’s reading?, Why might she have been strug-
gling?, etc. In this way I prepared to create dissonance for the pre-
service teacher around pertinent aspects of teaching and learning
that were present in her video.

Lastly, we believed engaging in a conversation with one of the
Literacy Content Coaches, a knowledgeable other, provided support
as we engaged in the other phases of the process of reflection
outlined by Dewey:

(3) the use of one suggestion after another as a leading idea, or
hypothesis, to initiate and guide observation and other opera-
tions in collection of factual material; (4) the mental elaboration
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of the idea or supposition as an idea or supposition (reasoning,
in the sense in which reasoning is a part, not the whole, of
inference); and (5) testing the hypothesis by overt or imagina-
tive action. (p. 107).

During these conversations, the Literacy Content Coach consulted
the video of the pre-service teacher’s teaching aswe each sharedwhat
we judged to be of relevance. The Literacy Content Coach guided the
conversationaswementallyelaboratedon ideas thatwerepertinent to
the pre-service teacher’s teaching and it’s impact on student learning.

We believe the context inwhich Phase I of this studywas carried
out provided support during all phases of the reflection process and
attended to the role of judgment. Given the conditions of reflection
that were present, we believed the pre-service teachers who were
the participants of this study would experience reflection. The
question guiding this phase of the study was: In what ways does
having scheduled conversations with a knowledgeable other
centered around a specific teachingmoment as evidenced by video,
impact reflective practices?
3.2. Methods

A total of 13 reflective conversations were video recorded and
transcribed. We analyzed the data inductively as we engaged in
open-coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to look for themes both
within each transcript and across all transcripts. Our thematic
analysis included what was repeated (topics). Additionally, we
looked for what patterns occurred during the transitions of the
conversation. In other words, what happened when we stopped
talking and the preservice teacher began and vise-versa. We also
attended to what was missing in the data. We each read through
the transcripts and highlighted patterns. We listed those patterns
and negotiated, through conversation, any differences in our cod-
ing. We collapsed the patterns into themes.
3.3. Phase I findings

Two prominent content themes emerged from the data. During
reflective conversations with a knowledgable other, pre-service
teachers focused primarily on management issues and relations
with their collaborating teachers. Their concerns about manage-
ment appeared to be twofold. Some were concerned with time
management:

.but I had such a short time. (Adrianne)

First when I was doing the lesson I felt like I was going really
quickly. I was trying to get it to where it was down to 30 [mi-
nutes]. I always have the tendency to make it really really long
and put so much stuff in it. I just tried to make it very short.
(Halana)

while others focused on student behavior.

I have a lot of trouble managing them.did you see him climb
under the table? (Dana)

My only trouble wasn’t with the lesson but with the manage-
ment of the lesson. (Aaliyah)

So me thinking that’s a bad thing [students engaging in unso-
licited conversation with each other about the text] it is actually
a good thing? (Adrianne)

When the preservice teachers talked about feeling dissonance
with their collaborating teachers, they expressed the tensions
they experienced between the collaborating teachers expecta-
tions for elementary students’ behavior and their own expecta-
tions of elementary students’ behaviors. When discussing
developmentally appropriate behaviors for kindergarten stu-
dents, Dana said,

.he gets in trouble on the carpet ‘you’re not sitting criss-cross
applesauce’ so I’m thinking in my head oh are they supposed to
be sitting criss-cross applesauce? They are supposed to be doing
that but I guess they don’t.

Some also expressed tension between the collaborating teach-
ers’ emphasis on meeting the needs of the elementary students
versus attending to the needs of the pre-service teacher as student.
For example,

I think it went. it was very frustrating.was do you remember
when I approached Ms. P? She said oh they won’t get that we
haven’t learned that yet. That is what she told me. Well I never
knew what group of students I was getting so um I think she
purposely chose students that she thought would be successful
which really didn’t help my hypothesis. (Patty)

When considering what was missing from these conversations,
it became clear that teaching and student learning were not a focus
of the pre-service teachers’ coding and talking about their experi-
ence. The data suggest that we attempted to focus the conversation
around teaching and student learning by the inclusion of a pre-
service teacher generated hypothesis centered on these factors
and the vocabulary of teaching we used when describing elements
of the video-taped lesson. However, when we examined the turn-
taking that occurred during our reflective conversations, we
noticed a pattern of (a) pre-service teacher expressing dissonance
with an element of management, (b) the instructor using the vo-
cabulary of teaching to describe how/if their concerns impacts
student learning, (a) the pre-service teacher going back to initial
description of dissonance or a, b, (c) the pre-service teacher
changing topics.

The following exchange represents an a, b, a pattern:

Halana: Josh is off-task but he is always off-task.

Literacy Content Coach: .what are some things that we could
do for those two students in particular that would motivate
them to want to engage in the lesson?

Halana: That’s what I have been trying to figure out especially
with him.

Tara I can get her on quick and Josh is the only one that I struggle
with sometimes. I’m. I’m not necessarily afraid because he
throws things whenever he gets angry so ah ah it’s not that I am
afraid it’s just maybe afraid isn’t the word I am looking for. I’m
afraid that if I do something or say something wrong to him he
will come back at me and he’s gonna come back wrong.

This exchange represents an a, b, c pattern:

Jenny: He is like full of it [referring to a child who wants to call
out what he is thinking about the text]

Literacy Content Coach: So you elevated the vocabulary right
there again because of the careful selection of text. I can’t stress
that enough [it] gives you opportunities. Now a person who
didn’t know what to do with this text wouldn’t take advantage
of those opportunities but as a developing teacher you are. It
was exciting.
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Jenny: That’s the new kid [pointing to the video of a child who is
calling out]

As instructors, our turn-taking approaches to the conferences
were quite different. For one, the pattern of turn-taking indicated
the instructor talked extensively for long stretches of time using
teaching vocabulary about concepts of which the pre-service
teachers have not yet had the opportunity to gain theoretical un-
derstanding. In these conversations, the instructor appeared to
introduce far too much ‘new’ about teaching and learning for the
possibility of comprehension on the pre-service teachers’ part. It
became clear that these conferences did not exhibit the balance
Dewey writes about in relation to reflective thought.

Dewey (1938) writes,

.unless the familiar are presented under conditions that are in
some respect unusual, there is no jog to thinking; no demand is
made upon the hunting out something new and different. And if
the subject presented is totally strange, there is no basis upon
which it may suggest anything serviceable for its comprehen-
sion (p. 290).

For the other instructor, the pattern of turn-taking started with
the pre-service teachers’ impressions of the lesson. The instructor
interjected new ideas using the vocabulary of teaching, but was not
as explicit in these ideas as the first instructor. However, the find-
ings for this phase indicate that the pre-service teachers focused on
the same elements of teaching, regardless of the approach taken by
the instructors, and the patterns (a-b-a, or a-b-c) were consistent
across both approaches.

3.3. Discussion and implications: revisiting Dewey

The two prominent content themes found, a focus on manage-
ment and a focus on relations with collaborating teachers in some
ways echoes previous research findings. It has been reported that
pre-service teacher reflections tend to focus on the technical as-
pects of teaching (Stegman, 2007) and that the focus on manage-
ment is perhaps necessary because it meets their immediate needs
(Ottesen, 2007) and can be used assist in their further develop-
ment. However, when revisiting Dewey’s (1933, 1938, 1986) writ-
ings on reflection we noticed that creating a ‘warranted
assertability’, the fruit of reflective thought, is not content specific.
In other words, it is neither less desirable, nor less reflective, for a
pre-service teacher to create a ‘warranted assertability’ about
classroom management. We could imagine that a ‘warranted
assertability’ could have been created from Halana’s experience
during the conversation she had with the Literacy Content Coach.
The understanding that a teacher’s selection of text to use during
literacy instruction and whether that text meets the specific needs
(e.g., instructional reading levels, interest) of the student impacts the
engagement of the student, would be a valuable ‘warranted assert-
ability’ about teaching and learning. But that ‘warranted assert-
ability’ was not created. Rather, when the Literacy Content Coach
posed a question that was intended tomove the conversation in the
direction of the above ‘warranted assertability’, Halana went back
to her initial frustrations with the student and his behavior. She
seemed to have been unable to move past the first two phases of
reflection: “(1) suggestions, in which the mind leaps forward to a
possible solution; (2) an intellectualization of the difficulty or
perplexity that has been felt (directly experienced) into a problem
to be solved, a question for which the answer must be sought.”

(Dewey, 1933, p. 107) and therefore, a ‘warranted assertability’ was
not created and reflection did not occur. Our work, as Literacy
Content Coaches, is to understand why and how to better facilitate
our conversations so that they do progress through the phases of
reflection and result in a ‘warranted assertability’ about teaching
and learning.

The second prominent theme was pre-service teachers focusing
on their felt dissonance around relations with the collaborating
teachers and other adults with whom they work. We wonder if the
focus on relations with adults stems from pre-service teachers’
prior experiences. Relations with other adults are aspects of
everyday life. For example, prior to pursuing a degree in elementary
education, the pre-service teachers have had countless experiences
with the behavior of others. They have also encountered both
tensions and ways of negotiating those tensions in relationships
they have had throughout their lives be it parents, partners, people
in general. Therefore, they come to their field experiences with well
established beliefs, thoughts, words, and patterns of action in re-
gard to these relations with adults. Because they have established
ways of being in relation to others, they are more likely to feel
dissonance in this area of their field experiences. And dissonance is
the impetus for reflective thought (Dewey, 1933). Therefore, it
makes sense that they would come to the conversation with the
Literacy Content Coach with frustrations about their collaborating
teacher (such as Patty in the findings section). However, dissonance
is the beginning of reflective thought. An experience of dissonance
does not assure reflection and the creation of ‘warranted
assertabilities’.

Findings from Phase I made clear to us that the pre-service
teachers were experiencing dissonance (the impetus of reflection)
with aspects of their field experiences but we, as Literacy Content
Coaches, were not yet able to facilitate our conversations skillfully
enough tomove our thinking through all of the phases of reflection.
In the end, we were unable to help the pre-service teachers create
‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning.

However, it is essential that pre-service teachers are creating
‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and student learning
from their field experiences. It appeared as though the presence of a
self-generated hypothesis and conversation with a knowledgeable
other as it played out in Phase I was not enough to support pre-
service teachers’ reflective practices and propel them through the
reflective phases in order to generate ‘warranted assertabilities’
about teaching and learning.

So we revisited Dewey’s notion of judgment. Judgment refers to
the aspect of reflection which entails using previously constructed
theory to select or reject the pertinent parts of an experience. These
judgments play a critical role in knowing, as Dewey writes, “.
what to let go as of no account; what to eliminate as irrelevant;
what to retain as conducive to the outcome; what to emphasize as a
clew to the difficulty” (p. 123). It seemed as though the pre-service
teachers were not placing emphasis on aspects of teaching and
learning when they were coding their video. We wondered what
support structure could be utilized to assist the pre-service teach-
ers in placing emphasis on these aspects of their video recorded
field experiences. Therefore, we wondered if we front-loaded the
support of the knowledgable other by including the eight pillars of
effective literacy instruction (Cunningham & Allington, 2011) as
part of their coding process would the pre-service teachers attend
to pertinent aspects of literacy instruction and as a result be more
prepared to engage in the intellectually rigorous phases of reflec-
tion during their conversations with the Literacy Content Coaches.
The eight pillars were discussed during their coursework and
regularly revisited, and include:

� Balanced, comprehensive instruction
� A lot of reading and writing
� Science and social studies integrated
� High-level thinking
� Skills explicitly taught and coached
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� Wide variety of materials
� Variety of formats for instruction
� Well managed

We asked the pre-service teachers to use the eight pillars, in
addition to their self-generated hypothesis to code for moments in
their video that provided supporting or refuting evidence. The pre-
service teachers were also asked to be prepared to discuss their
instructional decisions and what impact those decisions had on
student learning in relation to their teaching cycle.

In our reengagement with Dewey’s (1933) writings, we
considered how analysis and synthesis was occurring in our con-
versations with the pre-service teachers. We did this because in
Dewey’s writings (1933) analysis and synthesis seem to play key
roles in the phases of reflection. For Dewey (1933), analysis means
to place emphasis on certain aspects of an experience rather than
the traditional meaning ‘to take apart’. Synthesis is conceived of as
putting into context (relating back to the whole) that which
emphasis was placed (Dewey, p. 129). The ability to consider parts
of an experience while at the same time attending to how those
parts relate to the whole, presupposes knowledge about that which
is being considered. Therefore, we considered Dewey’s (1933)
writings about balance. Balance, referred to earlier, speaks of the
combination of old and new within our experiences. Findings from
Phase I indicated that we, as Literacy Content Coaches, were not
attending to the idea of balance within our conversations with pre-
service teachers and so we entered into Phase II of this study being
mindful about how we were going to establish balance during our
conversations with the pre-service teachers so that analysis and
synthesis could occur.

4. Phase II

4.1. Specific context

Phase II was a continuation of the teaching cycles the pre-
service teachers engaged in during the Spring of 2012. However,
due to the findings in Phase I, we decided to provide additional
support during the reflection process. First, we extended the
teaching cycle. We thought that a focus on a single lesson may not
be conducive to thinking about student learning as it typically takes
a period of time to show student growth in areas of literacy.
Therefore, we defined the teaching cycle as any series of lessons
that follows the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (Duke &
Pearson, 2002), a teaching method the pre-service teachers
learned about in their coursework. See Appendix A for a detailed
description of a Teaching Cycle in Phase II (italics represent the
additional support structures included as a result of our un-
derstandings of the findings from Phase I).

The question guiding this phase of the study was: In what ways
does the presence of a knowledgable other (in the form of the eight
pillars) combined with the support of dialogue with a knowledg-
able other (Literacy Content Coach) impact pre-service teachers’
reflection about teaching and student learning?

4.2. Methods

A total of 13 reflection conferences were video-recorded and
transcribed. We engaged in both inductive and deductive analysis
of the transcripts (Hatch, 2002; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). We
remained open to emerging themes while at the same time
attending to evidence relating to the themes found in Phase I.
Additionally, we deductively coded the transcripts to examine the
roles judgment, analysis/synthesis, and balance played in our
conversations. Throughout the inductive and deductive analysis of
the transcripts, we noted patterns and negotiated, through con-
versation, any differences we had in interpretation. Patterns were
collapsed into themes. Then the themes were compared and con-
trasted to the findings from Phase I.
4.3. Phase II: findings

Findings from Phase II show the pre-service teachers still
attending to management (time and behavior) and the relationship
between themselves and their collaborating teacher. However, an
additional content theme present in the Phase II datawas a focus on
aspects of literacy instruction and student learning. However, we
noticed that some of the pre-service teachers lacked judgment
about which parts of their lessons were examples of the eight pil-
lars. For example, Adrianne cited the evidence that she stated the
objective of the lesson as indicative of the pillar ‘meaning is central’.
Jenny cited the evidence that the students were understanding
what she was teaching as indicative of ‘comprehensive’ literacy
instruction. Sometimes, the pre-service teachers placed emphasis
on aspects of their lesson that did accurately reflect a pillar but they
were inaccurate in their interpretation. For example, Adrianne cited
that the elementary students were engaged in ‘a lot of reading and
writing’ by noting a time in the lesson when the students were
reading. However, when the Content Literacy Coach added the total
minutes of reading (12 min 23 s out of 100 min over the course of
five days) being done by the elementary students, it was not an
amount that would be considered a lot of reading. When these
misconceptions came to the surface the Literacy Content Coaches
were able to clarify the meaning of these pillars. For example when
talking to Jenny, who was unclear about what the pillar ‘balanced,
comprehensive literacy instruction’ meant, the following exchange
took place:

Literacy Content Coach: It is not like ‘ok we’re going to do a
little phonics today so that I am balanced’ but unless it is
comprehensive in other words thoughtful from the beginning to
the end where you model, where they practice, where they do it
on their own, where you assess them, then that is not neces-
sarily going to lead to student learning.

Jenny: OK

Literacy Content Coach: Can you see that it is a very important
distinction? You can do all of these things but unless you do
them in a comprehensive way it doesn’t necessarily lead to
student learning. So unless you do them both balanced and
comprehensive is what leads to student learning, right?

Jenny: Right.

We believe that although the Literacy Content Coach intended
to clarify the meaning of the pillar, she may have missed an op-
portunity to engage Jenny in the reflective phases and thus help
Jenny to create a ‘warranted assertability’ about balanced,
comprehensive instruction and its impact on student learning. It
appears as though Jenny is agreeing with the Literacy Content
Coach but we do not know what she understands about this pillar
as a result of this exchange.

Even in instances when the pre-service teachers did correctly
discern aspects of their video that were representative of the pil-
lars, we noticed that they analyzed, not in the nuanced way Dewey
writes about, rather, they ‘picked apart’ their lessons often in the
form of a list:

.for the pillars for um ok I’ll skip number one but for a lot of
reading and writing the whole thing was they were reading and
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writing on their sticky note so I think I showed it throughout
there cause they were doing note-taking and independently
reading also for the science and social studies [pillar] it was a
social studies kind of text.so I felt like that was integration um
for the meaning is central [pillar] and the high-level thinking.
(Adrianne)

It appears as though the pillars used as a lens through which to
view their teaching led to a focus on aspects of literacy instruction
but not to an understanding of how the pieces relate to the whole.
And so we looked at the patterns of interaction between the Lit-
eracy Content Coaches and the pre-service teachers to see what
happened when the Literacy Content Coach attempted to attend to
how the piece (a particular pillar) relates to the larger context of
teaching and learning. In the following interaction, Adrianne is
puzzled by her students’ low performance on a school-wide
required comprehension assessment. She didn’t understand how
they could have performed poorly because she taught them how to
make inferences and they ‘seemed’ to have been ‘getting it’ during
guided reading.

Literacy Content Coach: And so a lot of times with teaching
without assessing to see if they can really do it [inferencing]
independently then we say they got it and we move on and
then when we give them an assessment like Form C [the school
-wide comprehension assessment] they ‘bomb’ on inferencing
and we wonder why because we taught it but the problem is
we didn’t really check to see, can they really do it
independently?

Adrianne: So if they don’t still. can’t do it independently, do I
just keep going with the same kind of lesson?

Literacy Content Coach: Ah then you need to make the deci-
sion. Is it just that they need more time and practice doing what
it is we are doing or do they need a different lesson format? And
I wouldn’t know that .wait until you get the assessment [the
teacher made assessment] back.

Adrianne: OK

Literacy Content Coach: Cause once you analyze the type of
mistakes they are making, if they are making mistakes, then it
might help you to say whether or not it’s more like if they’re
close then just more practice of the same. If they are really far off
thenwemight think about choosing a different lesson format to
teach the same thing [inferencing].

Adrianne: OK. Alright.

Literacy Content Coach: So I think that assessment piece is
critical. You used an assessment to determine what it was they
needed in the area of comprehension but thenwe need to follow
through with the assessment to see if they have learned.

Adrianne: Alright.

In the above exchange, it appears as though Adrianne showed a
sign of possible readiness for moving through the phases of
reflection when she intellectualized the “difficulty or perplexity
that has been felt (directly experienced) into a problem to be
solved, a question for which the answer must be sought” (Dewey,
1933, p. 107) in response to the Literacy Content Coach’s state-
ment. However, the move [explanation] the Literacy Content Coach
made next seemed to introduce too much ‘new’ (as evidenced by
Adrianne’s short, affirmative responses) and perhaps led the con-
versation back to an unbalanced state. Wewonder whatmight have
occurred if the Literacy Content Coach responded to Adrianne’s
question with a question intended to prompt her to engage in the
other phases of reflection as written about by Dewey (1933)

(3) the use of one suggestion after another as a leading idea, or
hypothesis, to initiate and guide observation and other opera-
tions in collection of factual material; (4) the mental elaboration
of the idea or supposition as an idea or supposition (reasoning,
in the sense in which reasoning is a part, not the whole, of
inference); and (5) testing the hypothesis by overt or imagina-
tive action. (p. 107).

For example, in a discussion on how the comprehension of
kindergarteners was assessed in a series of lessons a pre-service
teacher taught, the pre-service teacher said:

.when they were reading the book, but not really out loud
comprehension, when

we were reading Hello, Goodbye on Monday, I had them retell it
on Tuesday. Then

whenwewere doing Coming to America, basically [the focus was
on] them just

having an understanding about what the story was about and
then [vocabulary]

because we focused on three words and for phonics the word
building and

[phonemic] awareness. [We] integrated both science and social
studies with

predator and prey and then we talked about immigration.I
think drawing

conclusions is higher order thinking we did that a little bit.
(Aaliyah)

The inclusion of the eight pillars of effective literacy instruction
used by Aaliyah to frame the coding of her video, appears to have
centered her focus on aspects of literacy (comprehension, work
work, vocabulary, integration, etc.). However, in her interpretation
of the series of lessons, she does not make the connection between
what she designed for the students to do (reading themselves,
engaging in a literate conversation with her, word work, drawing
conclusions, etc.) and whether student learning occurred. The Lit-
eracy Content Coach placed emphasis on the evidence in the video
which did suggest that the students were learning.

Literacy Content Coach: The questions you were asking after
that first day about their comprehending Hello, Goodbye um
even the question [you asked] “Why do you think the cat runs
away?” They [the kindergartners] were making inferences.

The Literacy Content Coach, attempted to move the conversa-
tion toward creating a ‘warranted assertability’ about the connec-
tion between a teacher’s questions and student learning. However, I
failed to pose a question (such as “What connection might there be
between the questions you ask and student learning”) which might
have prompted Aaliyah’s thinking and propelled her through the
phases of reflection.
4.4. Phase II discussion

Findings from Phase II confirm our belief about the important
role ‘knowledgeable others’ play in the reflection process of pre-
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service teachers. In this phase, ‘knowledgeable others’ were oper-
ationalized by both the front-loaded support of the eight pillars,
and the conversations with the Literacy Content Coaches. It appears
as though providing a frame (the eight pillars) for analyzing
teaching alone does not provide enough support for the pre-service
teachers to create ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and
learning. However, it does afford the necessary support for pre-
service teachers to focus on aspects of literacy, teaching, and
learning. Our findings suggest it is knowledgeable others (the Lit-
eracy Content Coaches), who are needed to clarify course content
and provide the judgment necessary to place emphasis on the
relevant aspects of lessons. In this way they assist in analyzing/
synthesizing the lesson with the pre-service teacher.

However, these data point to the difficulty in facilitating con-
versations that move through the reflective phases (Dewey, 1933)
and create ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning.
This is eye-opening. It seems as though a knowledgeable other
needs to have deep and facile knowledge of both content (in this
case literacy) and reflective phases and practices as well as praxis
with the Deweyian notions of analysis/synthesis and balance. We
discuss the implications of these challenges in the next section of
this paper.

5. Implications

Due to international calls in teacher education for both
increased quantity and quality of field experiences (IALEI, 2008;
NCATE, 2010), pre-service teachers are spending more time in the
field. Therefore, it is of great interest to teacher educators to un-
derstand better what support structures make learning in and from
this increased practice possible. This formative experiment
explored more systematically a condition (Teaching Cycles) that
holds possibilities for educative and enduring understandings
about teaching and learning (Zeichner, 2010) to be created. In
particular, we explored the challenges of providing support struc-
tures for pre-service teachers as they reflected on video of their
field experiences with knowledgeable others.

Although there is evidence which suggests the use of video and
interaction with knowledgeable others can create conditions for
reflective practices to develop (Harford & MacRuairc, 2008), our
findings indicate that thiswork is notwithout significant challenges.
When reflection is defined as a process which results in ‘warranted
assertabilities’ (Dewey, 1933, 1986) about teaching and learning,
important challenges come to light. First, when engaging in con-
versation with pre-service teachers about video of their teaching, a
knowledgeable other needs to simultaneously use her/his judgment
to attend to content (literacy practices), the idea of balance when
explaining and posing questions which could propel thinking into
and through the reflective phases, and knowledge of the reflective
phases themselves. Our work points to the challenges present in
attempting to provide support during the reflective process. And
how little is understood about the specific moves a knowledgeable
other could make to accomplish the joint creation of ‘warranted
assertabilities’ with pre-service teachers. This could explain the
evidence which suggests that interaction with knowledgeable
others does not assure (Husu et al., 2008) reflection will occur.

We believe much more inquiry is necessary to understand
differently the moves knowledgeable others can make to propel
reflective thought. Indeed, we are continuing to systematically
study our interactions with pre-service teachers (Phase III of this
formative experiment) as we are creating our own ‘warranted
assertabilities’ about supporting reflection. We think it is important
for other teacher educators to carefully consider their work and
interactions with pre-service teachers in an effort to continue to
refine their practice. Not only would such work be beneficial in the
local contexts in which they occur, we feel employing systematic
designs, such as formative experiments, can create a thread in the
literature which may prove informative to others as they are
experiencing the challenges of facilitating reflection with pre-
service teachers.

Secondly, it is important to consider the knowledge of the
knowledgeable others who are expected to skillfully facilitate
learning from practice. The responsibility for supervising the field
experiences of pre-service teachers is largely left to graduate as-
sistants who may or may not have the desire to be engaged in
teacher education. Additionally, they may not have the deep and
facile knowledge about content that is necessary to facilitate
particular phases of reflection. For example, one needs much con-
tent knowledge to facilitate phases three and four of Dewey’s
(1933) process of reflection:

(3) the use of one suggestion after another as a leading idea, or
hypothesis, to initiate and guide observation and other opera-
tions in collection of factual material; (4) the mental elaboration
of the idea or supposition as an idea or supposition (reasoning,
in the sense in which reasoning is a part, not the whole, of
inference). (p. 107)

If a graduate assistant, charged with supervising the field ex-
periences of pre-service teachers does not know about and/or un-
derstand the connections a student’s current literacy abilities, the
text a teacher chose to use with the student, and student motiva-
tion/engagement, then they would be unable to provide leading
ideas and elaboration of those ideas with a pre-service teacher like
Halana who was experiencing dissonance about what she
perceived to be the ‘bad’ behavior of a student.

Which is why, in our local context, we created a new role, Lit-
eracy Content Coaches, and we served in that role. Given our
expertise in the area of literacy, we believed we could provide the
content support the pre-service teachers would need as they were
engaging in the reflective process. And we did. Because we knew
the course content, and the local setting of the PDS in which we
worked and the pre-service teachers engaged in their field expe-
riences, we were able to make connections and clarify literacy
content. However, our findings clearly suggest that our content
knowledge alone did not facilitate the conversations through the
reflective phases Dewey (1933) writes about, ending with the
creation of ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning.
We recognize that we need to continue to develop our un-
derstandings about reflection and the reflective phases if we are to
skillfully facilitate conversation with pre-service teachers which
lead to professional understandings about teaching and learning.

Therefore, we believe it is imperative that teacher education
programs carefully consider the current abilities of those who are
responsible for facilitating the reflection of pre-service teachers.
Pre-service teachers are spending more time in the field (Zeichner,
2010) and reflection is still considered a means by which pre-
service teachers integrate content knowledge, pedagogical knowl-
edge, and praxis (Rasmussen, 2008). However, the IALEI (2008)
acknowledges that such integration left to pre-service teachers
alone is risky. Indeed, many teacher educators are still operation-
alizing reflection as an act carried out in isolation (Chamoso &
Caceres, 2009; Chitpin et al., 2008; El-Dib, 2007; Liakopoulou,
2012; Nagle, 2009; Rodman, 2010; Seban, 2009). And we argue that
even when reflection is conceived of as an act which occurs in
concert with an other, it is risky if the facilitation of the integration
of content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and praxis
(Rasmussen, 2008) is left to just any other. Additionally, as our
findings make clear, even if a person has the knowledge of content,
that does not mean that she/he has facile knowledge of pedagogies
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for facilitating reflection (as conceived of as the process which
creates ‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning) that
to our knowledge have not been empirically explored.

Perhaps a reconceptualization of both supervision and reflec-
tion would be beneficial when considering how to respond to calls
for increased quantity and quality of field experiences. What does
it mean to supervise field experiences? Traditionally, “the clinical
side of teacher education has been fairly haphazard, depending on
the idiosyncrasies of loosely selected placements with little
guidance about what happens in them and little connection to
university.

work” (Darling-Hammond, 2009, p. 11). What could it mean? Is
it feasible for university faculty to take on the dual role of Content
Coaches? Could those who have the necessary content knowledge
also become knowledgeable and skilled in the process of reflection?
In our local context, we created the role of Literacy Content
Coaches. Working within that role and engaging in this formative
design experiment has shown us that a person who is knowl-
edgeable in content is necessary to help pre-service teachers create
‘warranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning.We are now
also aware of how challenging the word ‘help’ is. We believe we
must understand more about the process of reflecting with pre-
service teachers to become knowledgeable others who can skill-
fully co-create professional understandings about teaching and
learning from field experiences with pre-service teachers.

Additionally, we think some fresh insights into reflection as a
means by which pre-service teachers make sense of their field
experiences is needed. What is the purpose of reflection? Does
reflection hold the key to the integration of content knowledge,
pedagogical knowledge, and praxis (Rasmussen, 2008)? We think
when reflection is informed by Dewey’s (1933, 1986) writings, as a
communal process (which involves dissonance, judgment, analysis/
synthesis, knowledgeable others, balance) and results in ‘war-
ranted assertabilities’ about teaching and learning it possibly could
be a powerful practice in teacher education.

However, much of the research on reflection examines the ef-
fects of varying support structures (prompts, video, conversation
with others) by leveling the artifacts (journal entries, blog entries,
transcripts of conversations, etc.) left behind after the process of
reflection has occurred. As a result, it seems little is understood
about the facilitation of the process of reflection. Research in the
field of supervision has described the styles (telling, coaching,
guiding, inquiry, and reflecting) used during conversations with
novice teachers (Harrison, Lawson, & Wortley, 2005). However,
recent research (Soslau, 2012) suggests that when supervisors
employ the styles of telling, coaching, guiding, and inquiry, no
critical discourse is present, therefore, critical reflective thinking is
unlikely to occur. Our study echoes this thought. It seems facili-
tating reflection goes beyond style. If reflection is conceived as a
rigorous mode of thought that results in ‘warranted assertabilities’
about teaching and learning, as Dewey (1933) suggested, then
understanding how to facilitate the process of reflection in
conjunction with a supervisor’s style is imperative.

It seems as though much is riding on the idea that pre-service
teachers can/will/do create professional understandings about
teaching and learning from their extensive time in field experi-
ences. It also apparent to us that the process of reflection that needs
to occur for such ‘warranted assertabilities’ to be created from field
experiences is challenging to facilitate. Therefore, additional study
into facilitating the process of reflection is needed.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found online at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2013.10.012.
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