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ABSTRACT

ALTERNATIVELY CERTIFIED TEACHER AND TECHNOLOGY:
AGENCY | STRUCTURE DIALECTIC
INTEGRATION OF TECHNOLOGICALLY MEDIATED
INSTRUCTIONS TO IMPROVE LITERACY
BY CREATING COMIC BOOKS IN A SPECIAL EDUCATION LEARNING CMMUNITY

by

Eydie Wilson

Adviser: Professor Kenneth Tobin

The United States Department of Education is increasingly lod&imgrd technology as
a means to improve student academic achievements in schools.ufidiethmographical and
auto/biographical brings to the foreground issues of identity, cultureeqnty as it documents
my collaborative journey as an alternatively certified, higilalified teacher with Brock and
Stewie, students educated in a general education class ane iIgmetial education services in a
socio economically challenged New York City District *78chool, as they integrate
technologically mediated instruction through the creation of comic basks teaching tool to
improve their literacy. By describing and exploring patterns otucall enactment (and
contradictions to those patterns) within our comic book research diagpgup (CBRDG) and

school, this study examines how our agency and identity re/comstruatre afforded or limited

! District 75 is a separate school district thawvjtes citywide educational, vocational, and behesigpport programs for
students who are on the autism spectrum, sevelnelleaged, and/or multiply disabled. District 75sists of 56 school
organizations, home and hospital instruction, asbr and hearing services. The schools and pragemlocated at more than
350 sites in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Que&taten Island and Syosset, New York. The missfddistrict 75 is to
provide appropriate standards-based educationgtams, with related service supports, to approxeiyet3,000 students with
severe challenges, commensurate with their alsilitie



by communities of practice and school structures. Our expesiemee analyzed on the micro,
meso, and macro levels using data sources including videotapes, awgjiotagen reflections,
and various other artifacts.

In response to two broad questions, | learned that examining teghnoi@gration
meant addressing the very core of what it meant to be an &@kkepaertified special education
teacher and students labeled with a disability in an urban peblook At times, Brock, Stewie,
and | found it difficult to re/construct our identities in setimghere we were pulled in different
directions at once. As the teacher with strong technology knowjettdls, and a community of
computer users for support, | needed to address urban schoolingassudgdated computer
equipment and access to it. As inclusion students, Brock and Stewie maddate and function
in more than one school to be active members of CBRDG. By ngliddBRDG (dialogue
discussions and technology instructions) as tools for cultural enagcthehow how Brock and
Stewie transform and emerge as coteachers. | also began @GBBE2G’'s members in a new
light as they interacted with technology practices to support petsonal and collective

learning.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

21 Century Problems — Technology and Education

Well the world turns,
And a hungry little boy with a runny nose
Plays in the street as the cold wind blows
In the ghetto
And his hunger burns,
So he starts to roam the streets at night
And he learns how to steal,
And he learns how to fight
In the ghetto
People, don't you understand
The child needs a helping hand
Or he'll grow to be an angry
young man someday
Take a look at you and me,
Are we too blind to see,
Do we simply turn our heads
And look the other way
(In the Ghetto by Thomson William Gunn 1929-2604)

Reflection — March 2008
It was a warm, misty, and humid day as | walked through the school door and away from
the building. Many days | hastily exit the building, get into my car, and speed Boagver,
that day was very different. | stopped at the gates of the school and thought alpawtney—
from my family life and personal illnesses to working in corporate Amerigiao thought about
how | developed my technological knowledge and skill and academic achieveN@ats my
sixth year of teaching—in the South Bronx of all places—I pondered whether myvstieps
leading me to the field of education. These thoughts are a result of the aativiieday. It

was 12:15 PM at PS/MS South Brdrand like clockwork, two of my"8grade inclusion

2 The Thomas Gunn sorig the ghetto’'made famous by Elvis Presley is a sad but poigsagially-conscious song
that depicts a type of life experienced every dayoung people who just happen to be born intdt iis a song
about abject poverty, describing a child who carowvarcome his surroundings and is forced to sfegit, and in
the end turns to crime, which inevitably resulta&imactual or symbolic death.

% The school name has been changed in an atterepstoe anonymity of participants in the study.



students appeared at the door to my small office to be tutored. (The inclusion pragwesn al
students labeled as emotionally disturbed to be educated with the geneasibeduapulation.
The District 75 (D75) inclusion program is designed to move self-contained students
demonstrate academic, social, emotional, and behavioral improvements tcthesemtive
educational setting.) My students were all in their second year of theprolg was March
2008, and it took these young gents a long time to warm up to me and be receptive to my good
intentions and deeds. Keftts a 13 year-old baby-faced, six foot two, Black boy. Keith had been
seeking me out for academic assistance and his grades improved during the seéc¢bind a
marking periods. His average moved up to 83%, which placed him on the middle school’s honor
roll. Keith’s buddy, Mark, who is just shy of six feet tall, is a 14-year-old BuRidan boy with
a long ponytail. | have known both boys from the time | started teaching inltbé2802. At
that time, we were all at a different school site and they were aboutBojea

When | first encountered these boys, they were in the self-containesolassand
considered both dangerous and disruptive. The self-contained classrooms are a itherapeut
educational setting where students classified with the same disabditgeotional disturbance,
learning disability, autism) are placed with a special education teatiesupport staff. | never
knew kids could curse worse than adults curse and fight without reason. | recalley tihey
walked around the class and school together with angry looks on their faces and atthays wi
school materials. However, | never believed them to be truly angry; rdtegiseemed to be
mimicking facial expressions of gangster rap stars. Then | met thelieladuring parent-
teacher conferences. The parents seemed to have a hardened outlook on life. Theyg @nvey

overall negative view of school along with personal worries on their shouldecagdmnized the

* All names within this study have been changed &s@mve anonymity.



stern facial expressions and oppositional body language that | saw in thegrchddice the
parents got past what they called “differences between us” (teachpaeent) and listened to
the positive comments | said about their children, | became a useful resourssfot was
granted limited access to their lives and began to understand, without judgment, lkees unl
mine.

Keith’'s and Mark’s conduct, attitude, and posturing are parts of their identidiekave
been shaped by the neighborhood where they both live and attend school (Turner, 2002). Now, at
a different school site in the same community, at age 13 or 14 years old, thbgmsklves
men. Having been around them for the past several months, | have noticed thatéhaynha
to trust and respect me from a distance .They tell me that | am not like tikermsince | do
not yell or curse at them, and because | am not from around there | do not speaknlikeathe
not cool. | am not ghetto. | am a nerd. Yet they tell me, “But we like you a lot leegausion’t
yell at us or curse us out.” They refer to themselves as “ghetto, gargstdrangers,” but at the
end of the school day, | make sure they get on the yellow school bus. Turner (2002) defines wha
makes individuals “themselves” are the sub-, role-, and core-identitiesalabaduced in
interactions throughout their daily lives. Like my students, my identitc@@osite of my life
experiences, moral values, and cultural, political, socio economic, and classnsosity
identity, although a Black teacher, makes me an outsider in this particularucoiy (see
Chapter IV). However, my position as a teacher gives me a limited amoardeytance as an
insider because my students need me.

| was abruptly brought back to the present when a group of youngsters rushed past m
rapping and talking. At my car, | looked around and absorbed the urban life. A background

cacophony consisting of the chatter of school kids, the din of streetcars and tnddkse a



unforgettable sounds of police cars screaming towards the projects acroesetifeash the
school. At that moment, for the first time, | wondered about these kids who hung around the
school until the last possible moment. | wondered if they went into these buildihgsetha
always teeming with police officers. As | looked around, I noticed the same gréigs afho
lingered around my car. | do not know their names, but | knew their faces. | eventadéynmy
way over to my car while acknowledging them by saying “good-bye.” | thatiglats important
to let these youths know that | see them both inside and outside the school and, mosttigporta
| am not afraid to talk and chat with them. There were very funny and inbgyésitngs about
these kids. In school, they are somewhat childish individuals who need nurturing andagprotect
Once outside the building, they become the nurturers and protectors. As | began to ntiotion w
my keys toward the driver’s side lock, a frequent and familiar conversatits star

Young girl: “Yo Teach, | mean Ms. Wilson We really like your car.”

Wilson: “Thanks.”

Young boy: “Yeah, it's tight, but mad little.”

Young girl: “That’s aight ‘cause she ain’t got no kids. | want to be like dat.”

Young boy: “What kids got to do with it? You always talk about kids and sh**.”

Young girl: “You know, she don't like to hear cursing.”

Young boy/girl: “Sorry, Ms. Wilson”

Wilson: “Thanks.”

Young girl: “How fast do it go?”

Young boy: “She got to go. You always be asking questions.”

[The conversation continues out of my heating.

Wilson: “Bye guys”

Kids: “Holla”

| settled in my car, turned on the ignition and the radio, opened the windows, and drove

home. Stopping at the light, | looked at my reflection in the mirror. | saw mgsek|l-traveled
Black woman with a successful life and a future without obstacles. Howevaer,|uduaked at

my school's community and my students’ faces | was unable to project tedane hopes. |

am not passing eondemned to failurpidgment because everyone and anyone can achieve



greatness. Nevertheless, there are people who judge individuals harstlph#se

combination of race, culture, socio economic position, disability, or education. Thinkingef thes
students (my students and the others about the school community) made me ponder my own
personal history. | looked at the path that led me to the field of education. inexiamow things
unfolded in my favor from the perspective of education policy, technology, my emtycatd

my skills. | surmised that the currently changed education policy in faveclhology in

education, my unique combination of technology knowledge and skills along with my corporate
exposure made me an ideal candidate for teaching, at the turn of the 21st centNgwTYhark

City Teaching Fellows (NYC TF) (The NYC Teaching Fellows is anaditere certification
program that was founded in 2000 in response to the large teacher shortage in the NYC
Department of Education. The program's goal is to raise the quality oftieduocaNew York

City Public schools by attracting professionals from other fields into #ssrcdom as teachers.
Many accepted Fellows have almost no teaching experience, and adesdfed include

recent college graduates as well as former accountants, nurses, ebigives, secretaries,

artists, journalists, and retirees. (http://www.nycteachingfellog¥.bine program outfitted me

with the necessary pedagogical knowledge and skills to transition into the rdleachar now

referred to as one of “New York’s Finest.”

The Juxtaposition of a Teaching Fellow and Technology Reform for Education

When President George W. Bush signedNbeChild Left Behind 2001 AGNCLB)
education standards around the nation were questioned. Thémgithéuals with Disabilities
AcP (IDEA) 1997 was reviewed by the federal government and reauthorized in 2004 to be in

compliance with NCLB. As defined by the mandates in NCLB sections 1111(b)(2)(B)

® This Act may be cited as the “Individuals with Blilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) this
dissertation, | use IDEA 2004. Public Law 108-4481 Congress. http://idea.ed.gov/download/statute.html



1111(b)(2)(C)(v) (2001) which direct the IDEA section 111(b)(2)(G)) (2004), studadeaic
achievement is viewed as a priority and necessary to produce a competeatcgdkineet
global demands (Spring, 1998). Moreover, NCLB and IDEA are aligned in the folloveiys;
1) technology is highlighted as a tool that, when utilized, is capable of enhaocadenacs and
closing the achievement gap between the races; 2) the term “highly gliagéaehers (HQT) is
introduced to refer to certified and technically skilled individuals; 3) séiealty-based research
methods (that are considered best practices) must be included in teacher. (Fhiesegthree
methods combined, which are enforced by the “state educational and local educgéonomsa
into “teacher education programs,” qualify an alternatively trained teaslibigaly qualified.”
This issue of “highly qualified teachers” is of interest to me for a number sdmeal am
an alternatively certified teacher, a New York City teaching felldw graduated from a City
University of New York (CUNY) teacher education program with a Masteegrée in Special
Education. | am titled as a highly qualified teacher because | have megthements—passed
three New York State teacher examinations for certification, completedtemdeDegree,
received satisfactory teacher ratings during my probation period, and deatemhgtchnology
knowledge and skills. It is worth noting that in the two-year curriculum at CoiNyone
educational technology class was offered within the special educatiaragggtogram. If
teachers are to be technologically prepared, teacher education programs mdstquibicient
classes in technology. Fortunately, prior to becoming a New York City pubbokteacher in
fall 2002, | was a financial research analyst at two well-known brokerage. tkdditionally, |
have a Bachelor's and a Master’s in the field of Computer Science and atfmm8ystems. The
combination of being a certified teacher with corporate work experiernkca s&thnology

foundation enables me to integrate technology into my teaching. In this sense, tnengovés



not concerned about teachers like me, but is concerned about others who need to acquire a

similar skill set to mine.

IDEA/NCLB — A Hegemonic System of Imbalance

Educational policies are rooted in Euro-American values and culture. Urban students
frequently struggle because their cultural experiences differ frore tifdbeir White general
education peers (Harding, 1998). There is a clear misalignment between thelgodjogge,
educational mandates, and the student population, which gives rise to the repnoofusbicial
classes and unequal schooling (Skrtic, 1991). Skrtic critiqued the language of thewpdlic
credited it with the uprising of the 1980s Regular Education Initiative (REIxhndriticized the
practices of special education as “lacking ethics and efficacy.&ttabtst the policymakers in
power, symbolizing the White middle and upper social classes (found in general@gucati
create educational policies (e.g., NCLB/IDEA) that embrace their albktandards and work to
inhibit the learning of those not traditionally represented by society (Kineld&eSteinberg,
1997). In this sense, a White middle class culture is viewed as dominant and haviegailer
to dominate other cultures within and outside the classroom. In fact, since NCliuBatesthe
educational field, and IDEA mirrors the language and goals, | argue tharthpyoducts that
enforce hegemonic practices that promote a system of imbalance. On one handnIDE®yj,
is a policy designed to provide a free and appropriate public education to studerfisclaghi
a disability. However, the alignment with NCLB subjects special educatudents to
standardized curriculums and exams. Researchers who study acadeutEsungistest scores
have found them depressing (Hanushek, 1997). The test results have caused urban students and
particularly students who receive special education services to bedasefailures or incapable

of learning. In this sense, self-contained students classified as disableguallyand unfairly



required to be subjected to the same curriculum and state standards as thedecatiah
students, but relegated tea@parateself-contained educational setting. In other words, it
structures the field of special education and the classifications of studéntisabilities. When
the stereotypes are presented in fields like special education self-corfassgdoms, teachers
who believe them to be true may replicate the hegemonic practices that contrayshaf w
knowing of a population traditionally represented in society.

The various tools that government policy uses are scientific researchdvabstipulate
technology use as a tool in education, highly qualified teachers to execute theemamd kow
the two together in this equation will be instrumental in improving student academi

achievement.

Purpose, Focus and Design of the Research

In conjunction with the educational policy push for highly qualified teachers who can
utilize technology as an academic tool, | commenced a six-week qualéataethnographical
and auto/biographical study to examine how I, a New York City teaching fetitegrated
technologically mediated instruction to improve literacy skills through thetion of comic
books. Each chapter is meant to stand alone, yet adhere to the common themes of culture,
identity, equity, and improving teaching and learning with technology. As such, the meager
experience redundancies in the presentation of methodology. To foreground the comnesn them
| examine the dynamics of the relationship between the new entitbsdtegy, the research
group, alternatively certified teacher) through multiple theoretieahéworks and methods.

| believe teaching and learning carry equal weight, their dynamiplayefacilitated by
self-reflective critical pedagogues who guide students to engagécalariquiry. | explore the

relationship between macro-, meso- and micro levels to bring to the foregroung-tevn



impact of national and local educational policies that enforce technology azdamaéc tool

upon the local school structure and ultimately upon the individual learner. For example, the
macro, top-down shift mandates greater incorporation of technology into educatimughi |
contextualize at all three levels, my research is concentrated atdftelevel because | am able
to explore how the participants and | engage in teaching and learning activitieut the top-

down structured curriculum.

Focus of Research

As the teacher/researcher, | utilized critical autoethnography infbbp&ourdieu’s
(1997) and Sewell’'s (1992)gency|structure dialectic.ave and Wenger’s (1991Barning
communitiesand Collins’ (2004gmotional energy and interaction rituals navigate across
multiple cultural fields structured by race, social class, and policy. l(praide a more in-
depth discussion of these theorists and the application in Chapter two). | offer comaprehe
accounts of the structures and cultures that the student participants and |lemeahint the
school and our experiences interacting within the research group called “Bookidkesearch
Group” (CBRDG) | consider the CBRDG to be a field of study in which particspant
unconstrained by disciplinary and specialty boundaries or dominant theoretioalviveka or
methodologies, employed multiple theoretical frameworks, multiple methodobgiesultiple
sources of evidence to understand the complexities of social life (Kling, 1989) BRie@&
provided me with the opportunity to 1) conduct interpretive research 2) build a deeper
understanding of theoretical frameworks and other professional activities@wghat has been
learned from school-based research activities. Specifically, | look atay®iwwhich
technology mediated instruction is implemented and how it constructs or recortsieucts

identities of a teaching fellow and students within the culture of the spdatton
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community. My experiences within the CBRDG shed light on the significanceahaunity
of practice in learning how to utilize and integrate technology into dailhitegend work
practices.

Diagram 1.1 The diagram is a visualization of the complex interplay betweéplenfi€lds and
descriptions of how fields created on the local, micro level like CBRDG standesendent,
but are inevitably part of the larger global field.

&

2
7

@O %
O

| The local fields: Sub-Micro: CBRDG --> Micro: ScHepCity --> Meso: City, Districts, State --> MactdS Government --> Nested Global Fields

Sub-Micro Fields: a Micro Fields: City, Meso Fields: State Macro Fields:
cr_ea_ted field "ke. CBRDG D|§tr!ct -'enforces State enforces macro policy- Government and the top
W|th||n a SCh|00| f'e.lcf . policies into schools, alternate teacher route, down policy push,
Z‘r’]zr:éjcseg: ture, identity, i\ggezeé‘ﬁnglgﬂlg‘r’]"j' standardized testing, scientific research, highly
: . technology standards. qualified teachers, testing,
teachlng_s_tandards, home and technology in
communities. education.

The diagram above describes leveled fields (micro - the comic book resedoghaligroup
(CBRDG), meso - schools, communities, state, and Macro — government and natiayakgoli
show how culture, identity, and issues of equity overlap, interact, and come togdtmar t
other fields. Each of these fields are defined by separate circles whichténttiat each field has
within them activity, culture, and identity that is dependent on the other fields anebirduis to
overlapping and interacting.

When | look at NCLB/IDEA and the negative impact (white middle class standards and

culture) on self-contained students, the application of Giroux’s (19fifal pedagogyand
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Skrtic’s (1995)immanent critiquare salient to understanding special education. Critical theory
examines the relationship between ideology, power, race, and class struggle & expose

the relationship between different governing and cultural organizations. I#&aies can be
helpful in understanding the hegemony associated with special education. Addgitibreal

culture (traditional teachers, White America, special education, school® dbminant group

and their influence on an individual’s identity, access, and equity, provides a foundatian for m
to introduce a new terndéceptive accessibility.I'define deceptive accessibility as the
psychological underpinning related to the dominant cultural groups (government,leaders
business leaders, parents, traditional teachers). Deceptive acdgsddniliifies the group that
maintains the power to control and marginalize the less powerful and their ebpitgsent the
illusion of fairness, equal access, or equality among all. It foregrounds theafdrgroup’s
behavior, thinking, motivation, and relationships along with their tools of control (i.e.,
educational policy, membership, information) to grant or deny access. The tekehtdder” is
used to identify a group of prominent individuals in any cultural field. The staderisdh any

setting are able to impregnate structures with their values, culture, asd goal

Design of Study

The timeframe for the research group, CBRDG was six weeks. Duringatisiral
sessions, | created a lesson plan to guide the structure and developmédmntadd¢gcand
literacy learning (see Appendix A). | videotaped, interacted, and olostregarticipants in the
CBRDG as they adhered to the rules of dialogue, respected the computer labjzatd util
technology to the point of becoming peer-to-peer tutors. Over time, the membédopee\and
discussed tech-informed approaches in combination with the literacy compmoesdte and

finish their comic books. Throughout my work, | was guided by the following questions:
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I.  How will my technologically mediated instructions based on the governmentdaieal
standards contribute to the production of culture and construction or reconstruction of
identity into the special education learning community?

II.  How will the introduction of a new field, the CBRDG, serve as a catalyst¥enting

culture that could be brought back into the larger learning community to aid in the
creation of highly qualified technologically equipped, culturally responsiveadpec

education teachers?
To capture the significance of enacting cultures within a learning cotyrand the integration
of technological mediated instructions by a teaching fellow and reseatoéol|lowing sub
guestions were used to guide my inquiry, which focused on my teaching experience and the
participants in the school environment:
1. What aspects of CBRDG’s participants (e.g., students’ and teacher’sataépital are
helpful in accomplishing the goals of successful integration of technologieastang

tool for learning and connecting what students know and are able to do?

2. In what ways did the culture of my school contribute to my ability or inabilityéo us
technology as a tool with my student participants?

3. In what ways does the introduction of new fields (teaching fellow and CBRD® ag&
foundations for new culture that could be brought into the classroom to help with the
technology integration process?

4. How did participation in the research group contribute to the reproduction of culture and
construction of identities as the students became technology users?

Location of the Study

The study focuses on the experiences of the members of CBRDG. As the Newtyork Ci
teaching fellow, an alternatively certified teacher, and technotagsuctor, the research and
group is situated in my home school building in the Bronx, New York City. Thus, my resgarc
driven by the events that occur within the school learning environment. My school, BSIME

Bronx, is an elementary and secondary special education school (grades kiedeogaighth)
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in District 75, the New York City Special Education Division, in the Bronx, New York Chy
school is located in the South Bronx, a high poverty area. According to the 2007-08 schools’
report carl (New York City Department of Education, 2008), this D75 school is attended by
more than 371 students of poverty-stricken or working class families. The spagperdtion is

70% Hispanic and 30% African American extraction. The gender breakdown was 688 ma

and 40% female, which is a typical gender composition of most urban special education school
settings in New York City. The annual attendance rate was about 84%, whiobwstielcity
average of 90%. Poverty, disability, and high incidences of absences arg &fetcting their
academic abilities.

The students of PS/MS South Bronx are classified with emotional, behavioral, and/or
learning issues. In the school building, the research group met in the computer kxdb doctite
fourth floor, designated for the self-contained students once a week during lunch. Pugecom
lab is split into two sections: one half has 12—-14 desks and chairs to facilitatesthes and
simple instructions, and 12—14 individual computer terminals on the other side. Arrarggement
were made to have the computer lab available for the student participantsltoingeheir

lunch and the last periods of the day to work on their comic books.

Participants

The CBRDG participants included me (Pl/researcher/teaching fellod)a group of
five (four boys and one girl) D75 students. However, due to absences of others aeddye s
attendance of Brock and Stewie (self-selected pseudonyms), | chosewotfalr development.
The other participants are KayKae or KK, Daniel, and Elliot. Since we used the eotafit

the technology teacher, Mr. O. was a non-active, silent member. Additionall@.Mrovided

® NYS testing and accountability reporting tool.dration retrieved online on January 13, 2008, ftbenNew
York State Education Department Web siittéps://www.nystart.gov/publicweb
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access and adult supervision to Brock and Stewie as they worked independentlytanidhe la
complete their projects during non-group meetings. All student participants havehanigsvin
common. They attend a D75 special education middle school in their home community.eThey ar
all classified as “standardized.” (In D75, students with disabilitieseparated into two strands:
Standardized or Alternate Assessment. Although, both groups in D75 self-containetedlucat
settings are identified as “disabled,” students who are labeled as ertpulistarbed and
learning disabled as well as high functioning students with autism are retputed@ the New
York State standardized exams with modifications as outlined on their |IE&s)e Brock,
Daniel, and Elliot are 12-year-old boys in tHegsade and educated with general education
students. KK is a 13 year-old girl educated in a D75 self-contained class i€Niigerian and
the others are of Hispanic extraction. These students expressed an inteszdinig their own
comic book and learning the functions of technology.

In creating the research group, | adhered closely to Guba and Lincoln’s (L§88%8on
on permitting participants to volunteer to avoid coercion. To limit any potential loaime t
participants, | focused on the Belmont Report’s (1979) recommendations and found another
teacher to facilitate the recruiting. | sat with the teacher recauiigexplained the functions and
details of the research, the student population, and grades permitted to sign up. At thevend of t
weeks, there were five students who signed up to participate in the groupesctiMite students
selected their own aliaseand | was surprised to hear normal sounding names and not more hip

nicknames.

7 All teachers’ and schools’ names have been chainganl attempt to ensure anonymity of participantthe study.
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Time Frame and Compensation

This dissertation describes a six-week study that began in November 2007 and ended in
January 2008. The participants met as a group once a week in the school’'s computerdab duri
the students’ lunch period to receive instruction, see demonstrations, and discyssj#ts.

The first 15 minutes were used to review and introduce new skills, the second 15 minutes
consisted of open shared dialogue, and the remaining time was used to observe the students
working, creating, and using their newly acquired technology skills. Although trecpregs
scheduled to meet once a week for a six-week period, Brock and Stewie wenst ditid

excited about their progress and requested more time to work in the computehdalwyigit me

or independently. Over the six-week period, there were six full group meetings) additonal
four meetings were scheduled at the students’ request. The additional meetadeld on

Wednesdays during the students’ lunch period.

Overview of the Dissertation

Through my experiences with Brock and Stewie, | had to acknowledge that what |
believed was integral to building the relationship between teacher and stutielest &
student, and student to technology. In addition, through my exposure to inclusion students,
Stewie and Brock and self-contained student KK, | attempt to shift the negativaeyplsrtof
special education students by highlighting their lived experiences aseatiaiets in CBRDG.
Chapter onantroduces the macro level issues of policy reform to infuse technology into
education, employ highly qualified teachers, and adopt positivistic researslipiparts these
changes in both special and general education. | discuss ways that the domioaiN@bB
suffocates the IDEA with its language and goals of compliance. On a evesoNew York

State has incorporated the mandates of federal policy into teacher aotifiequirements. |
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highlight how the local micro level is feeling the impact of the changdavér of these changes
to education, what is overlooked are issues related to educational equity, finatrdaltaia

and integration of technology in socio economically deprived urban areas, pdjytistildents

in special education. | therefore foreground the implication of the dominant groups by
introducing a new terrdeceptive accessibilityzinally, the purpose of the study is delineated,
contextualized elements are introduced, and the events of fall 2008 are suhtoapizeride a
micro view of what occurred.

Chapter twoprovides the foundation for the remaining dissertation chapters. | situate
myself as a researcher to examine my own history with technology andieduicairder to
simultaneously foreground the historical evolution of the US government’ssntengrioritize
technology in education. | contend that it is important to consider the intermingjatigpnship
between education policy, technology standards, students with disabilities, aiydjogified
teachers as the foundation to investigate the interactions between the men@RDG. The
theories that comprise my methodology include critical auto/ethnographsgnieddoy
agency|structure dialectic, culture, learning communities, immaneaguetiand identity. As the
teacher and researcher in the CBDRG, | used cogenerative dialogbhegad for teaching,
learning, and expanding the agency for all participants. To capture how csikuma&cted in this
group on the micro level, | video and audio taped the interactions and activitidsd owt
research methods including data sources, analysis, and authenticity criteria.

Chapter threalelineates my experience as an alternatively certified, highlyfigdal
special education teacher by examining my history with technology andatders with self-
contained students and the members of CBRDG to understand how my cultural idfdisy af

my teaching and learning. | explore the dominant school culture and discover how my
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experience was deceptive. The combination of theoretical frames—Bourdiéiantecapital
and Sewell’s culture and agency|structure—highlights the difficulf@sel constructing my
identity as an alternatively certified teacher and enacting niyreus a technology user in a
climate of fear and structured by the dominant cultural group, traditional teadhe e
resistant, non-technology users. The use of agency|structure and capftalds enable me to
understand that on the micro level the school’s culture is created by the tradésmters who
can permit or deny access to other teachers. At the school level, the tratkachars enabled
me to understand how | experienced deceptive accessibility.

Chapter fourexamines the relationship among CBRDGs’ participants and the culture and
structure of different schools in one building, general education and special educwtins, a
surrounding community. | describe PS/MS South Bronx’s external and internalurotes and
the structures within the building. Utilizing micro-analysis of videotagegnents in
conjunction with Bourdieu’s field and its capital, Sewell's agency|struchdewature, Collin’s
emotional energy, and Lave and Wenger’s learning communities, | lay the fonndat
deceptive accessibility. | elucidate the struggles of access anityideatCBDRG members face
navigating the halls of different schools to become part of this group. A very impooiahts
the development of CBDRG into a space where classifications, stigma, saadygtes are not
found. In this new field, new cultures, identities, and roles are constructed andriestedsas
members’ interactions and involvement allowed CBDRG to evolve into a communigrioéts,
co-teachers, and practitioners of technology skills and literacy knowledge.

Chapter fivedemonstrates that when students and teacher plan together and share the
control of a field it can result in a spirit of collaboration that assists in impgdie quality of

teaching and learning. Specifically, | focus on the CBDRG as a communésgrafing and
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practice and cultural re/production of identities. Brock and Stewie’s erpesas they enact
newly acquired knowledge to enhance the cultural dynamics of the group also clenged t
identities and expanded their roles in CBDRG. This ethnography follows Brock ané’Stew
participation and changes as they moved from novice learners of literdi¢gcnology
functions to knowledgeable users, and the construction of their identities as p&er tutor
Chapter sixexamines the mandate of IDEA that focuses on the reliance of scietifical
based research to promote technology as an educational tool to improve academics. The
scientific research tools include curriculum, testing, and attendance tarmaabkievement and
promotion. | use critical theory to argue that these measures are usddtaodeats based on
their disability and academic ability. In this sense, it is difficult toudelstudents’ lived
experiences in a self-contained environment. In this chapter, deceptivalaltessused to
unearth the stakeholders’ abilities to infuse NCLB/IDEA with their econonaityral, and
social goals disguised under the rubric of child interest. In CBRDG, deceptessdulity
enables me to explore the lived experiences of the members as a way to nddleespasitive
and negative influences of segregated educational settings. By integphetir lived
experiences based on the policy tools, | refute the scientific researalstifedy segregation.
Chapter sevesummarizes our stories consisting of polyphony of voices—the
participants’, urban students classified with a disability and mine, analtely certified
teacher. In this section, | revisit my initial research questions froptethane, discuss the

limitations and lay out the implications of this study.

Significance of the Study

Research on schools and teaching has suggested for decades that studentst aca

successes and future achievements are intricately associateeénmyftbccor “highly qualified”
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teachers (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005). It is noteworthy that thiabhesliterature
primarily focuses on certified general education teachers who integrat®legy as a tool into
the curriculum and the positive academic outcomes (Rundle, 2004). There is a deficite
literature in regard to addressing the relationship between technologyasraspecial
education and its impact upon the teaching and learning of a diverse population. I highlight
inclusion of cogenerative dialogues into the active research and the theoratiead/érks of
CBRDG as tools for democratic research practice. While cogenerativguita have been used
in urban science education, practices, and education research (Tobin, 2005)yé¢hayt een
utilized as an approach to technology integration in special educational settitigs.research,
the practices in CBRDG and enacted roles coteaching, leadership, membedsbipsitve

socialization are not readily associated with students classified a®eatigtdisturbed.

Technology and Usage Defined

In order to clarify the difference between technology, its artifacts,waraion, it is
necessary to define technology, its devices, and its usability. Today, most pedpte t
technology in terms of its tangible or intangible artifacts—computers, wjr@enartBoards™,
applications, and software. In schools, it appears that technology is rathéngddeesulting in
confusion about how it should be used. Furthermore, the blending of the terms “assiskive” wit
“instructional and educational technology” is problematic. The US governmdrd IDEA
(2004) section 20 U.S.C. ‘1401(1) defines “assistive technology” as any piece of egjugome
device that can be used to increase independence of children who have physical anidite,cog
learning, speech, visual and/or hearing disabilities by allowing the indiviollige a more
independent functional life. The following are among the examples of “asdistiveology”:

auditory materials, motor aid devices, tactile materials, positioningsydtet allow access to
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educational activities, computer access including switches, modified hatdwaessible
software, and Internet access.

In essence, technology can be described as the process by which humans modify natur
to meet their needs and wants. Postman (1993) separated technology into twocdistyories
of manmade creations: invisible “high” and visible “low.” In the educationdtreae are
clearly referencing the computer and its backend “high” or invisible oreatif software
programs including complex programs such as Visual Basic, C, JAVA, and compleadsusi
applications such as Microsoft™ Excel macro and Access Database (M&803). The front-
end “low” or visible technologies are the physical and easily manipulated teed-bgplication
products such as books, SmartBoards™, web browser, Microsoft™ Word, PowerPoint, and other
media products. The visible also includes hardware like monitors, laptops, printerdppspjec
handheld devices, and all other tangible components.

While many are preoccupied with the appearance, importance, different tetbschogl
characteristics that make technology important for education, Lave and W&89g) are
concerned with the degrees of transparency. The more integrated technatoggnmsnunities
of practice, the more transparent and accessible it becomes to the current amehmigers.

Wenger (1998) said communities of practice are “... groups of people who sluareean; a set

of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this
area by interacting on an ongoing basis” (p. 4). In this sense, technologyasubt®f learning

and interest in the community. Lave and Wenger (1991) refer to technology and iits use i
degrees of transparency. In other words, when technology is integrated into tive piEct
community it becomes transparent. In other words, Lave and Wenger arg, $hett in a

community such as CBRDG, social interaction is a critical component for ledaonigecome
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involved in the community which embodies certain knowledge to be produced and enacted (e.qg.,
schemas and practices). The mechanisms that produce society is the tstafitihd together.

Collins (2004) refers to this type of community of practice as “pockets of solidaithin

interaction rituals. As explained by Collins there are four basic ingresdieecessary to

accomplish interaction rituals: 1) two or more people in co-presence 2) a botiratary

demarcates insiders from outsiders 3) all parties to the encounter ‘ieauattention upon a
common object or activity with mutual awareness of each other’s focu&nfiait,” 4)

participants share “a common mood or emotional experience” (p. 48). When theseslement
combine successfully, the outcomes are discernible solidarity, emotiongy eifer generation

of collective symbols, and righteous indignation towards transgressors.

The Context of Special Education in New York City

The New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) is home to 1.1 million
students. The NYCDOE provides academic supportive services to the almost 137,938 student
classified with disabilities. However, of this number, approximately 23,000 stugerise their
education and other services away from the general student population in District 73{B75)
citywide, self-contained division for the severely disabled (see Diagyramin D75, Hispanic
students followed by Black students are the largest groups in the city’s sahslidgtly greater
than 39% and 32%, respectively (see Table 1.1). Interestingly, these two stodestaye
profiled as living in poverty and represent a high percentage of the populatiofiedlasgh the
most severe disabilities in the self-contained division. According to thed J8itges Census
Bureau population profile, the presence of a disability is associated with Eweés bf income

and an increased likelihood of being in poverty (see Table 1.2). The IDEA (1997)edeibait
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poor students of color are 2 to 3 times more likely to be identified by their teeschaving

emotional disorders or mental retardation than their White counterparts.

Disability Defined

The IDEA defines an individual with disability as having mental retardatiaririgg
vision, speech, orthopedic or language impairment, serious emotional disturbanoe, autis
traumatic brain injury, specific learning disorders, deafness, deaf-biisdmelltiple disabilities,
and other health impairments (IDEA, 2004, section 602). However, IDEA state®a [genst
defined by his or her disability, rather it should be considered a charactefisis or her
person. Therefore, the law guarantees a child with a disability should be serveduiaa r
classroom with as much interaction with his or her non-disabled classmatesibkepéschild
with a disability may only be removed from the regular classroom when tlre matseverity of
the disability is such that the education in regular classes cannot be achitsfadterily, even
with the use of supplementary aids and services. For example, a child with a spabititydi
may appropriately be educated in most academic areas in the regsdanata, but it may be
necessary to remove the child from the classroom to work in small groups or one;on-on

specifically in the area of reading.

The Individualized Educational Plan and NYC Educational Strands

Students classified with a disability are educated based on their Indiz&thali
Educational Plan (IEP). The IEP, a legal document, stipulates the educatienial (setting,
goals, and modification), types of additional support services (counseling, aocnaptterapy),
and assessments the student must receive. In New York City, students in D dhtsétied

classes are classified into two educational strands—Standardized Assiessilternate
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Assessment—based on the severity of their disability (see GlossaryJ.ohtmaittee on Special
Education (CSE) (see Glossary), including the student when appropriate, amndlémt’ st
parents/family/guardians, make these educational and supplementary siggfsions.
Standardized Assessment classes are generally 12:1:1 or the mareveestid: 1 setting—12 or
8 students, 1 teacher, and 1 paraprofessional. The students assigned to these setitgs
are considered to be capable of taking the New York State Standardizech&h@msi(with
testing accommodations) as the general education population. The academin foodine
Standardized students is geared towards earning a regular high school diplomatiydte
Assessment classes are generally 12:1:4 and 6:1:1 to accommodate studentdtiyi¢h m

disabilities (such as mental retardation, blindness, and orthopedic impairment).

According the New York City Department of Education website, Alteraasessment
students also classified with multiple disabilities (also known as "multipiyienged”). It refers
to a student with concomitant impairments, such as mental retardation and blincirgak, m
retardation, and orthopedic impairment. These combinations may causecedlcaeds that
cannot be accommodated in a standardized special education program solely fahene of
impairments. Most students with multiple disabilities are educated in 12akgfabms—12
students, one teacher, and four paraprofessionals. The Brigance Comprehensiveylafentor
Basic Skills is a series of assessment tools for use with altersatsasent students

(http://schools.nyc.gov/Offices/District75/Departments/MultipkeDilities/default.htm).

Resources Input, Academic Output

In my school PS/MS South Bronx, | have noticed teachers using the computer as a
behavior management tool. They often reward unruly students who exhibit good behdwvior wit

time to play games or watch videos. In this sense, computers and technolgiygare
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entertainment value. Thus, technology is regarded as a source for games,tnot Hsmtacan be
used to acquire knowledge or research things of interest. The full benefihabtogy as a tool
has yet to be realized in my school. In 1982, the U.S. Office of Technology Aesgg©OTA)
published a landmark reporfTéchnology and Handicapped Pedgieat highlighted the
potential of assistive technology to compensate for functional limitations agntetkte
capabilities of people with disabilities (Galvin, 1997). However, according liorGGthere were
problems related to the development of accessible and assistive technologésaaghe
presence of other social issues, such as financing, ill-defined technologydsaadd

uncoordinated teacher education programs.

Resources

Money is the primary resource needed to fulfill NCLB/IDEA’s requirentenise
technology as a tool to improve academic achievement. Money for schools transgtates
computer equipment, Internet access, and certified teachers capablendanteg technology
into the curriculum. According tbechnology Count&008), results of the annual survey in
Education Week revealed that the number of computers in public schools has incred#gd stea
since 1998, leading to virtually no difference between poor schools and their wealthier
counterparts. Likewise, the National Center for Education Statisticau@ad, 2005) reported
that public schools in the United States have made progress in expanding Intesst acce
demonstrating an increase in Internet installation since 1996 when only abdbirtgoef
public schools had Internet access. Nearly 100% of public schools in the Unitech&thtes
access to the Internet and no differences were observed based on schooristiasadie2005,
the ratio of students to instructional computers with Internet access in publicssalasad.8 to

1, a decrease from the 12.1 to 1 ratio first measured in 1998.
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However, technology availability and technology access in schools are saintlee In
many poor urban public schools, even if the student to computer ratio is the same as in more
affluent schools, teachers unskilled in technology can hinder student access tmggchnol
2004, the National Education Technology Plan for the U.S. Department of Education identifie
lack of teacher training as a primary obstacle to integrating technolaghetlassroom.
According to this report, teachers have more resources available throughdgghholvever,
they lack sufficient training in effective use of technology to enhance hegarni other words,
providing the hardware without “adequate training in its use - and in its endlessliessfor
enriching the learning experience” will result in the unrealized powerfubatation of
technology and teaching ability to transform the educational experiertoe 2f'tcentury
student (U.S. Department of Education, 2004, p. 10).

The allocation of financial resources within school districts reflectgitmt and political
positions. There is extensive literature about how the allocation of finaes@inces within
public education affects student achievement and other student outcomes. For exausple, P
(1995) looked at the past 35 years of per pupil revenue for K-12 education and found that a
dramatic increase in funding has occurred. He referenced different autitmegveed that more
money in education provides better opportunities for learning and higher studeneaotmt.

On the other hand, one of the earliest studies on the allocation of financial resuitinae

American public educatiomheColeman Reportl966), concluded that “school input did not

exert a very powerful influence on student achievement by race” (Hanushek, 1997, p. 141). The
Coleman report also cited social input factors such as family background, edutsi
characteristics of teachers, and other students in the school as influetdial tgon the

educational process. Approximately three decades after the publicalibe Gfoleman Repaort
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Hanushek (1997) and Hedges, Laine, and Greenwald (1994) examined the relationship betwee
school input and student output. In part, their studies acknowledge the claims of the Coleman
report while also acknowledging that schools differ in quality, but experiencécténibwing

how to measure quality.

Despite many extensive studies and analyses conducted over the last 30yyears (b
Coleman, Hanushek, Picus, and others), researchers have not been able to settletbealdeba
whether there is a positive relationship between school resources and studeetraattie
Although, this relationship has not been statistically confirmed or unanimouslgtad, | am of
the opinion that students who have access to basic educational tools (better schoads] qualif
teachers, functional technology, and educated parents) will ultimategvadietter than their

less privileged peers.

Academic Output

Many researchers view test scores as one indicator of output measairest imgut
indicators such as money, teachers, technology equipment, and textbooks (Hedge#; Lai
Greenwald, 1994). Test scores are an important criterion for high school gradualteyg col
selection, and the quality of the university attended. Hanushek (1997) attributes ithee idecl
student achievement and test scores to unskilled teacherd.Hakéoleman Repgrtedges,
Laine, and Greenwald (1994) attributes the decline in test scores to lawknaidl resources.
Hedges, Laine, and Greenwald stated that “relying on the data most offetio deay that
resources are related to achievement, we find that money does mattall’afi®94, p. 13). In
this sense, the combination of one’s family, social economic standing and the schaotsfi

position are factors that affect student achievement.
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Additionally, Hedges, Laine, and Greenwald (1994) placed greater emphasis on the
decline of test scores to the changing student population. Interestinglyyidezingolicies have
not accounted for the changing racial profile. According to the United StapestBent of
Education, the rate of increase in population of White Americans between th@#&880 to
2000 was 6%, while the rate of increase for racial and ethnic minorities washigher: 53%
for Hispanics, 13% for African-Americans, and 10% for Asians. The Americegrgment’s
solution to the growth of minority students and decline in test scores is the coambofdtighly
gualified teachers and technology. In other words, a skilled teacher who ugtheslogy can
improve student achievement in elementary schools and secondary schools (NCLB, 2@01). A
urban public school teacher of color, | believe that technology integration hasdtargre
potential than implementing policy goals or improving classroom instructionhingawith
technology is a way to motivate young urban, socioeconomically disadvantaged speci
education students to perform better in the classroom. At this time, it is theeudsble way to

prepare students for a life outside the school walls.
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Table 1.1
New York City Department of Education Statistical Summaries Home: 2006-20¢tDb Citywide

School Region breakdown by ethnicity and gender as of 10/31/2007

American Indian Asian Hispanic Black White Total

Region 75 Male 131 749 5489 7396 2224 15,989
Female 48 329 2104 2573 856 5,910

Manhattan

Region 75 Male 15 74 1058 944 148 2,239
Female 7 30 433 357 61 888

Bronx

Region 75 Male 33 77 2002 1474 122 3,708
Female 11 28 731 490 55 1,315

Brooklyn

Region 75 Male 47 148 1183 2919 642 4,939
Female 21 76 459 1013 265 1,834

Queens

Region 75 Male 31 410 1050 1774 743 4,008
Female 8 180 412 597 288 1,485

Staten Island
Region 75 Male 5 40 196 285 569 1,095
Female 1 15 69 116 187 388
Data Source: New York City Department of Education Statistical SurremiHome District 75

Breakdown by Region, Race, and Genu#gp://schools.nyc.gov
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Table 1.2
New York State and City Population, Racial Break, Income, and Poverty ationm

(By major racial groups)

New York NYC - Staten
New York State Manhattan Bronx  Brooklyn Queens Island
Population 19,190,115 1,564,798 1,361,423472,523 2,255,175 459,737
Persons under 18 4,739,958 262,886 401,635 665,109 502,904 117,233

(24.70%)  (16.8%) (29.5%) (26.9%) (22.3%) (25.5%)
White 13,030,088 851,250 178,353 1,018,679 714,890 356,756
(67.90%)  (54.4%) (13.1%) (41.2%) (31.7%) (77.6%)
Black 3,051,228 272,275 578,626 899,998 475842 44,594

15.90% 17.4% 42.5% 36.4% 21.1% 9.7%

Asian 1,055,456 147,091 46,290 185,439 471,332 26,205
5.50% 9.4% 3.4% 7.5% 20.9% 5.7%
Hispanic 2,897,707 425,625 698,436 489,560 588,601 55,628

15.10% 27.2% 51.3% 19.8% 26.1% 12.1%

Person per household 2.61% 2.0% 2.8% 8.8% 2.8% 2.8%
Median household income $43,393 $47,030 $28,173  $32,135  $39,649 $55,039
Persons below poverty 16.6% 20% 28.2% 25.1% 15.0% 10.0%

Note The numbers in parentheses represent percentage. U.S Census BuréaC&itatey Quickfacts

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/36/3651000.html retrieved Nevel, 2007
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CHAPTER II
THE RESEARCHER'’'S EYE ON TECHNOLOGY IN [ SPECIAL] EDUCATION

Theoretical Frameworks

“I don't think any of us can do much about the dapi
growth of new technology. However, it is possibbe f
us to learn how to control our own uses of techgglo
The "forum" that | think is best suited for this asir
educational system.” (Neil Postman, PBS Newshour
Interview, 1996)

Reflection — Fall 2007

At the end of the first session, | took the students of the comic book research dialogue
group (CBRDG) back to their classrooms. | stepped off the elevator onto the foartarfd
walked the usual route to my little office. Passing the classrooms, | lookeéd @zch and
recounted the teaching items—Ilittle desks for students, big desk for teacher, bueg, sl
blackboards. Some classrooms had Smartboards™ while others had more than one old Dell or
Apple computer. | was not shocked that the computers were either turned off, unpluggetl, pushe
to the side, or in pieces. My exposure to the students in CBRDG awakened in matdiffere
thoughts about the teachers in my school. | recalled that the teachers in my sehobks
concerned about technology in the classroom because there is always Mr. O, theggchnol
teacher, and the computer lab filled with functioning units. Unfortunately, only ssudent
receiving special education services categorized as “standardized’gatefit from the
technology in the computer lab at my school. | wondered if permitting the studenssray diee
technology equipment was a way for the teachers to demonstrate their apjore e teaching

with technology. Then again, if the computers are broken, they do not have to use it as a tool t
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teach. | thought, maybe the teachers’ resistance to technology could beethbgliat

disconnection between it and how it can function as a tool in education.

Researcher’s Life Accommodates Technology

The 1990s were an interesting time for me. As a young adult, | had a greatteorpora
career as a financial analyst and researcher in investment banking aqdityhenarket. |
worked in a busy environment that embraced technology and envisioned it as a necelskary t
communication and economic growth. | remember using the Internet and ngsgarc
information on Nexis-Lexis and Bloomberg. Given that | was a quick learner calyitowtith
technology, | was often plagued by the task of acquainting new secretdhidse new
technologies. However, instructing others on technology use was a seed thanies$ plany
years ago. My father, a pivotal figure in my life, gave my siblings and me thideooé to not
be afraid to try something new. Although technology had always been present in, ingidife
not acknowledge it until the computer came home.

In the late 1970s, my father, a Naval Engineer familiar with the newestbelieajadgets
(such as the HiFi stereo system, microwave, and movie camera), believediallifs would
be enhanced by learning how to use these devices appropriately. With the advent of home
computing, he introduced our family to the TRS-80 computer. The TRS-80 had programming
software, spreadsheet, and word processing applications. Although garees/aitable on the
computer, he made it clear that there was more to the computer than justrenesrtai
Interestingly, my father took the time to identify the parts of the systgugiexow the
computer worked, instruct us on the applications usage, and demonstrate how we wpeeto res

the computer. Thinking back, my father's computer orientation was reminiscent of my
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Introduction to Computinglass at the university level. Technology became commonplace in my
life.

My foundation knowledge, experience, and exposure to technology continued to unfold
as | entered high school and used the word-processing application to type my boolkareports
term papers for school. My teachers could not grasp the concept that | wrote nsyipapsord
processing application at home. They often thought someone else completed myocaasde bie
was error free of smudges and eraser marks. Through my early exposure to tgchmalog to
understand the backend of software processing by learning how to write progrdraatfend
users. | learned how to program in COBOL, Pascal, C++, HTML, and other langimages.
addition to learning how to program, | learned the frontend application aspect and how to run
basic macros in MS Excel.

As a result of this early exposure, | understand how to make technology work for me.
Moreover, my interest and exposure to technology fostered a social network tindesncly
siblings, colleagues in the Math and Computer Science department at two tias;easd
technology educators at the department of education. My membership in these coesrobiniti

users provides me with a vast amount of human and non-human resources.

Technology in Special Education — Macro Push

Current school policy has engendered many changes that relate to our countrga pol
position and ability to compete in the global market as the economic superpowecalisie
now an efficient, fast-paced, digital economy. This fact has caused the genetonaiew the
structure and content of teaching as inadequate to meeting future gaals ¢ountry. In
Chapter one, | described th® Child Left Behind AQNCLB) 2001 as the guiding educational

legislation over théndividual with Disabilities and Education A2004 (IDEA). IDEA has
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significant implications for K—12 special education as well as teacheaaluprograms.
NCLB states that all teachers hired after the first day of 2002—2003 schoalh@&ach core
academic subjects in a program supported with Title | funds must be highlyeguai€¢cording
to Enhancing Education Through Technold&2T2), one of the identifying marks of a highly
gualified teacher is the ability to integrate technology as an acatiswhiato the curriculum to
improve student achievement (NCLB, 2001). At the state and national level, policgrhake
acknowledged the importance of incorporating technology into the K—12 curriculum. In
conjunction with educational policies, the drive to have technology in teacher edusation i
promoted by organizations such as the National Council for the Accreditation diefeac
Education (NCATE) and the International Society for Technology in Educd8aik). In 1999,
ISTE developed national technology user standards with three iterations: $}SIf6F students
(including six broad competency categories) 2) NETS-T for teachers and -NEdr
administrators. These national technology standards identify the need foy ‘tpghified”
teachers to learn and apply strategies using technology to support leathelwvevse needs and

backgrounds.

In our society, institutions such as business, religion, and government are the under the
cultural and ideological domination of a privileged few. The curriculum and steuct our
urban public schools are no exception. Giroux (1997) writes that, "the dominant school culture
generally represents and legitimates the privileged voices of the Widitke class and upper
classes” (p. 141). The top-down push for technology in education, highly qualified sgacher
standardized exams, and revised curriculum is reinforced by scientificalesieat excludes the
lived experiences of students classified with a disability (van Manen, 1990g fidwesions to

education policy devalue the needs of students classified as requiring spe@tbedlservices



35

in favor of aligning the teaching standards to the dominant social group. The hegeatarec
of schooling that privileges one voice is intolerant of diversity. Giroux delinbatgsmony
among a number of concepts (rationality, ideology, problematic, and culturejeltatical to
the way schools are structured and defined. Special education services in theaApeblic
schools represent powerful stakeholders’ frameworks that equate students’dgeanel

achievement with standardized curriculums and exams.

In order for researchers and educators to demystify the dominant culture arigktib ma
an object of political analysis, we need to master the language oflaritoberstanding. If we are
to understand the dominant ideology at work in schools, we need to attend to the voices that
emerge from three different ideological spheres and settings: voicesdnowls students, and
teachers. As a cultural critic, Postman (1993) said culture is subservient to antlezbbir both
invisible (1.Q. scores, statistics, polling techniques) and visible (televisiomputers)
technologies. As evidence of this, one needs only to turn to the local news for sound bites
regarding testing, standards, and accountability. As observed by Bourdieu (19478, isult
inextricably linked to power. In the same vein, illuminating the relationship betetdire,
knowledge, and power by discussing how the collective voice of those in authorityyastvie
to construct particular associations between teachers and students,anstaat society, and

classroom and communities (Giroux, 1997).

Critical Ethnography — Sanctions Research

The nature of this ethnography increases research reflexivity aagesimgan
investigation of shared culture and experiences in CBRDG. As the teachechiesddocus

upon 1) the experiences of Brock and Stewie (see Chapter one for reasons euthgd tte
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foreground the experiences of Brock and Stewie) to provide clear images of thasdcia
historical contexts of lived experiences, 2) teacher and student practicgseca education
learning environment, and 3) integration of technology as a tool for increasemgylin literacy

and usage. In this research, | offer comprehensive accounts of the strantucestures the

student participants and | encounter within the school and CBRDG. According to Tobin (2006),
have a responsibility to educate and inform all participants “in ways that afiprdvements in
regard to what is learned from a study” (p. 27). In this way, critibalogiraphy enables the
researcher to go beyond a description of the culture to action for changelbggihglthe

ideologies exposed through the research. Therefore, in this study, cthitadi@aphy makes
obvious power, race, and class struggles while exposing the tension createdatipegadicy

implementation that affects students receiving special education service

Understanding that | will never be able to interpret and articulate my erperas a
teaching fellow and researcher or to nuance the practices of Brock and &teurately,
hermeneutic-phenomenological lenses are utilized to enable me to elucitladegnetit measure
of clarity the shared lived experiences of Stewie and Brock; allowing tinepeak for
themselves. According to van Manen (1990), hermeneutics and phenomenology are ways of
processing our experiences and finding meaning through interpretation actioeflVan
Manen states there “are no such things as uninterpreted phenomena” (p. 180n tiexpla
stories and situations and offer analyses of the activities as one formhoflmyirovide an
honest review of one’s agency, actions, and practices, | acknowledge enparttgmgs and
contradictions in cultural enactment within and across the different fields ik BnacStewie’s
lives, as evidence of reproduction and transformation of culture (Tobin, Elmesky e, Seil

2005).
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Auto/Biography and Auto/Ethnography — Cultural Tools for Examination

Auto/biographies are narrative forms that tell who someone is in termsgksf
events that together constitute a singular life. My autobiography is rootedsohtbiarly
personal narrative methodology labeled as auto/ethnography. As a genre, this methodology
encompasses the ethnographic interests of the researchers with the liveshegpeaf the
participating stakeholders to use the life experience to generalize toragiange or culture (van
Manen, 1990). According to Roth, it is virtually impossible to “separate the obsemettfe
observed” (2005, p. 8). As the teacher and researcher who uses technology and has membershi
in CDRGD, | am both researcher and researched, as well as teacheseardhrer. Although, it
is clear that | reflect on my own experiences with education and technb&gyld not take my
own assumptions for granted since they are coming from within a culture where teghwmatog
commonplace. Situated in the scholarship, | narrate my personal experiethcesknology
integration, as a teaching fellow and researcher in special education, andraber rof
CBRDG in conjunction with academic research to support the questions posed and & exami

something larger than my individual story (Collins, 2004).

CBRDG'’s Ethnography and Ontology

Auto/ethnography is used to explore ontological authenticity. Guba and Lincoln (1989)
define ontological authenticity as the way we expand and mature as a réswilt wk analyze
and interpret the elements of our environment. | use this to explore and show the ahamges i
ontological stance with respect to research. It shows that my theoraticahgirical arguments
change as the research questions become nuanced over time. As the teaahenereand
subject, | am conscious of how my cultural, socioeconomic, and lived experiencesgtaina

construing the different pieces of evidence that will support my claim. | fouray aowv
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understand my experience with technology and teaching from the perspectivdtefratieely
certified teaching fellow by approaching the story through an auto/ethnogregphative lens. In
this process, | subjected my claims to radical doubt (Roth, 2005) because thenegmsia
technology user and teaching fellow is contingent upon my prior knowledge and exggerience
Respecting that research and writing is an evolutionary process; mysstatyrepresented in a
linear manner. Throughout this work, non-sequential narratives of my past and current
experiences with technology in CBRDG are punctuated in order to highlight mppasithe
multiple realities. For the students and me, our histories, our present circursstencthe

various communities in our lives help shape the activities in which we engage.

Educational Fields: Identity and Capital

Bourdieu (1997) definefields as systems of objects with differential relations between
properties of capital. In a field, capital is defined as worthy only to thetekiat possessing it
incurs the ability to profit or access profit specific to the field. Fielde naternal and external
influences that set the stage for struggle and direct actors towardgdpens of struggle
through the structures. Acquiring cultural capital is essential to develapihgxganding
agency in a field. Teachers and students have the opportunity to acquire a varipitabasa
they participate in various fields. As discussed elsewhere in this dissertaefer to a social
space in which culture is enacted as a field (Swartz, 1997). It is necesseggte a new space
free of boundaries that could suffocate the cultural enactment and nagatalitr of
individuals. The introduction of a new teaching and learning field like CBRDG tmesge the
use of technology can aid both teachers and students in obtaining the culturaheaptahry to

integrate technology into their curricula and schoolwork.
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Identity

As an educator and researcher, | had to establish my identity within CBRD( tbga
participants’ respect, trust, and permission to become a member of theirlgradpo reassure
the members, although | am a teacher and researcher as well asipaparii was not passing
judgment or grading their work. | believe since we were on school propertyatiséibn was
easy because the students still viewed me as a teacher. However, once thewtddesitsod
that their participation was voluntary and our meetings together were not getsachbol’s
curriculum, | felt they were more at ease. Hall (1990) mapped out two ways tctandenow
cultural identity is formed. The first position defines cultural identity in seofrf‘'one shared
culture, a sort of collective ‘one true self,” hiding inside the many othee swgerficial or
artificially imposed ‘selves,” which people with a shared history and &gdesdd in common”

(p. 394). The other position defines cultural identity in terms of change that respondsfto spe
historical contexts. In other words, the identity belongs to both the past and futawed&as
incomplete and is constantly evolving. Hall's notion of cultural identity formakiosugh
transformation works well with explaining students classified with a dibahilid alternatively
certified teachers because it emphasizes the role migration and histoniet play in
transforming identities. In CBRDG, although a teacher, | was not a fatassroom teacher, but

a participant and contributing member.

Meaning of Capital(s) — Cultural, Social, Symbolic

Capital or a person’s knowledge of practices and schemas within a particdlaafiels
in type—cultural, social, and symbolic. It is both embodied and socially coadtitand
sometimes people are aware of the capital they possess while atrodsethiey are not. On the

days when | had to retrieve the participants of CBRDG from the cafetah@ays had time
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between the pickup and destination to engage in interesting conversation with them. | did not
carry any recording devices with me. Rather, | took it to the lab prior to picking sfuttents
because | found it easier to navigate the halls without fielding inquiriesdtbers. These urban
youth are amazing, perhaps because they were volunteers for this project assigmed

students. Accordingly, | found the members of the group, particularly Brock amieSto

always be pleasant and excited about the next session.

As a new public school teacher, working with difficult self-contained studenty &ssin
teaching experience, | admit to the development of adverse thoughts of poor urbanhgate w
labeled as emotionally disturbed. However, my weekly exposure to the CBR2@ibars
became the catalyst for changing my opinion and renewing my hope and spteaakex.

Upon entering the computer lab, we convene for a collective and specific purpeaeofd
technology and creating a comic book. I am no longer a teacher in the self-abdtaisien

and | no longer view the students by their classification or educational sétteig were times

| would be completely involved in the transition that | would forget the recorder, tuoadigih
conscious of the devices, the students would remind me to switch it on because theysdesd t
themselves in replay. For example, at the beginning of week two, we satab #edl | began
speaking about the previous discussion and activities and the current session topics to be
covered. Stewie stopped me to say, “The recorder isn’t on.” Then Brock looked at nagdand s
“The recorder isn’t on. What! We are not being recorded? We can start ag#i?, igr me as a
new researcher, the presence of the recording device perhaps becarbelamsioed with

mildly positive emotional energy. The students’ acknowledgement and positivieeahot
response demonstrates a fortified collective energy that Collins (2004ipdesxs “pockets of

solidarity” (p. 15). During the replays of the session, | did not realize that, uncosiscil relied
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heavily on the recording device, which is symbolic of our activities togetlodii(§ 2004). In
other words, if | did not have the recorder, | could have missed the little nuances of our
interactions.

Cultural capitalis comprised of the skills, knowledge, behaviors and dispositions
acquired throughout a person’s life as that person participates in cultutddgsdEImesky,
2001). Bourdieu (1997) stated that cultural capital exists in three distinct fonbheded,
objectified, and institutionalized. 1) Cultural capital is embodied in the individuslboth
inherited (culture, tradition) and acquired (gestures and manner of dress) psagestie’s self.
2) The objectified state of cultural capital refers to tangible goodsr{ianey, pictures,
machines), and includes possessing properties that are defined and traresmigsatériality
within the relationship. 3) The institutionalized state of cultural capital istheidual’s
educational qualifications, which confer on the holder a “conventional, constanty legall
guaranteed value with respect to the culture” (p. 50). It is a measure of thespdsskyree of
ownership. Bourdieu (1997) further defines the notiohatfitus,as a set of subjective structures
that are associated with a field (social, political, economic) and within whecimdividual’s
acquired interests and position are defined. In other words, an individual’'s habitusribdis
knowledge in action. In this study, habitus is used to describe the part of cultural tbegpiis
cultivated throughout the individual’s lifeworld and unconsciously enacted. Part cdloity
might be the unconscious disposition to move closer to first observe a student participant i
CBRDG who might appear to have difficulty with writing or technological fumstibefore
offering assistance.

Social capitalinvolves a person’s ability to interact in or form social networks. Social

capital involves who you know rather than what you know. It is linked to cultural capits,a
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person’s ability to interact within various social circles is dependent upon his or hde#tgew
of the social norms of the group to which she wishes to gain access (Bourdieu Sia89lic
capitalis the status one achieves; it can involve earning respect or trust, or looking good to
peers. Symbolic capital involves the labeling of an object or attribute as \alligd very
closely to social capital, symbolic capital can be earned through thgowadress, look, speak,
or the material possessions that you have. It can also be linked to a persothraci¢y,

gender, or economic background (Bourdieu, 1997).

Schema, Resources and, Agency|Structure

There are various types of schemas that create structures (esgn-pstudent or sister,
self, role—teacher or doctor, event—school or hospital.) Sewell (1992) defines scheutes, as
procedures, and ideas that are general and contribute to either the productioodoictipr of
social life. Within these structures are social elements that contain boékeaand invaluable
rules and resources. Sewell believes that human and nonhuman resources can be viewed as
schemas that obtain meaning and value through social context and relationshipsoiioese
both human and nonhuman, range from tangible objects (computers, printers, and paper) that ar
available in a particular field to the knowledge and teaching skills of an indivignaggky,

2001). Schemas and resources are dialectical in that “schemas not empowegedenated by
resources would eventually be abandoned and forgotten, just as resources without cultura
schemas to direct their use would eventually dissipate and decay” (Sewell, 1992, phd@asSc
and resources mutually sustain each other while they work together to eitoeucepor

transform culture.
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Agency and Structure

Agency is one’s ability to exert direction over social situations. Additiongtyvell’'s
theory views structures as interconnected with human agency, because adposeaules. In
education, structure can take many forms such as language, policies, anal poltier (Sewell,
1992). The structure of language is prominent because how it is used can unconsciously shape
the disposition of a person. For example, the common use of terminology such as instructional
technology, educational technology, technology integration, mediated instrugtisch@mas or
mutually reinforcing rule-resource sets that constitute teachers’staddings and experiences
in the field. A person’s agency, or ability to act or exert direction in a giveatisin, is shaped
by and simultaneously shapes structure and culture (Sewell, 1992). Giroux (1997 }fsagues
students should develop a counter-discourse that challenges and critiques the mwdstsof
school culture. The ability of an individual to exert direction over socialrecaad interactions,
or agency, is crucial to this study that hopes to contribute to the agenda ofpiimigrthe
reproduction of stratification.

New York City’s public schools, as of 2003, are mandated to teBalaaced Literacy
curriculum. The curriculum is designed to control the functions of the teacher by pgovidin
prepared lesson plans and a month-by-month course outline. The curriculum aiak®to m
teachers better prepared while addressing the student population with theseosak
academic material through reinforced rote learning of facts and form@eificglly to enhance
performance on the New York State standardized tests. However, in specaicegwee must
modify the curriculum to the needs of each student while still preparing stuatisquately for
New York State standardized tests. In addition, based on the results of tiee gneains, my

local school administration requires all teachers to focus their teaching upmerbéés
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revealed in the test results. As a teacher of special education, | am Huddearal at the same
time constrained by the rules of the city, state, and school administration. Acctrdine
Balanced Literacygurriculum, students must be immersed and exposed to a literature rich
environment for all subjects (e.qg., classroom libraries, wall words, postdetirobards, and
other like items). In fact, the wolileracy has been attached to math, science, social studies, and
technology. Unlike the normal 40-minute periods of teaching to the entireBédasced
Literacyenforces small group learning and double periods for each subject with a preferential
stress on English, Language Arts, and Mathematics. Considering | only had tyatemsin my
classroom, the small group afforded me the time and teaching abilitidedtvely integrate
aspects of technology into the students’ writing components. Although confined by led leve
structure and rules, I, a human resource for technology, was able to expose mig $tudsing

the computer as a tool to read, write, and conduct simple research, thus trisugsfioem

structure of the classroom and empowering the agency of my students (Tolesk¥EK Seiler,

2005).

Members’ Agency

It was important to provide a space within the school environment that was mentally
separate from the school’s culture and policy. In my school, the students labetsatiasaly
disturbed are constantly reminded of their difference due to separate @claicseitings and
being physically separated from the general education student populatiomégpter@V). The
separation afforded the members of CBRDG from different educatiotiajseb come together
as one group of students. As a group in a new field, we were liberated from trentigtshools,
classrooms, and teachers rules and regulations. We were free and withiotibrestrexplore

the functions of technology in conjunction with literacy and enjoy conversations abiout the
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work. All individuals have agency and can change the patterns of their actioestses

unfold and culture is enacted; thus, individuals’ actions can be unpredictable. Therefase, i
necessary to work together in a space where we all could feel free fraongteaints of the

school environment. Giroux (1997) suggests that students must also be given the opportunity to
challenge disciplinary borders, create pluralized spaces from which izgloridentities might
emerge, take up critically the relationship between language and exjeei@®d appropriate
knowledge as part of a broader effort at self-definition and ethical respdgsifuli263). In

CBRDG, Brock and Stewie’s membership enabled them to structure the field tonacdata

their learning of technology and to enact cultural practices.

Group Dialogue

The use of group dialogues was a way to create an intangible space feewlafdsrules
and restrictions. The format allowed the free production of newly acquired cyugedalking
without raising hands and exploring the environment) not permitted in the formabolassr
The practice of dialogue is based on Tobin and Roth’s (2@if8nerative dialogyeas a way
for students and teachers to distinguish between a formal classroom ana sEate where
talk about teaching practices and learning can take place. Roth and Tobin (2002) used
cogenerative dialogue in their classrooms to inform how instruction was planned;edk|ased
ultimately enacted. In my research, | use the practice of dialogue asta praduce a new
learning culture that allows the students to align teaching and learnindialbgue group
became an area for CBRDG to meet and mutually share information, ideas, arelwiitt each
other, learn technology, and act out new culture. When I instruct the CBRDG members i
technology, the structure of the field is different from when | am conducting mlass.

Outside of this group, | am a classroom teacher. The students and | are regulatexbby s
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policy and rules that are reinforced by classroom rules. Although, | includguaformat in
my classroom, the cluster teachers who instruct my students use the traditestakeaching
method. As a result, students who are accustomed to exploring their classroomiagd shar
without raising hands become confused when the traditional direct teaching methat is use

therefore, must use the methods sanctioned by the administration.

Learning Communities: Individual/Collective and Identity Re/Construction

Social interaction is a critical component of learning. Lave and Wenger (198Ijode
learning as an integral part of generative social practice in the lived-id.warlearners become
involved in a learningommunity of practicand acquire the embodied values, beliefs, and
behaviors, they move from the periphery to the center—they become situated rgleBinei
involvement in the community, or situated learning, becomes intentional. Learniewed as a
trajectory of development leading to competence through a process of guidedaisn in
which newcomers participate in attenuated ways in the practices ofalgartiommunity, or
legitimate peripheral participation (LPP). LPP is used to describieiparits’ engagement in the
practices of a community where participants have different degreasihffity with these
practices. Participants may be experts or novices, or what Lave and\Walhgéd timers and
newcomers. It may be noteworthy, however, that the notion of socialization inticalpar
community in this conception does not imply homogeneity or assimilation. Insimas abhd
Wenger recognized that old timers and newcomers have different opportuniaesdes to
participation and to community resources. In addition, they are differently eznpdyvare
variously involved in negotiating legitimate activities for the community, aadianultaneously

in conflict and affiliation with one another.
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Like Hall (1990), Lave and Wenger (1991) agree that identity is not stable, but is a
constant work of progress. Therefore, learning and a sense of identity areabkepa other
words, when one acquires new knowledge, information, or a skill, the identity changes to
accommodate for necessary changes. In the CBRDG, learning not only involves-teac
student but also student-to-student interactions, and devices from the electnddic w
community. Further, the CBRDG learning communities are dynamic in thrabere assume

various roles at different times depending on the needs of the learners.

Research Methods Capture Practices

My orientation toward technology comes from an interest in doing a better job at m
life’s work. | can say, “Technology has always been part of my life."ddeer, my father’s
words constantly resonate with me, “Technology will improve your life and workiiy
school, | had the opportunity to train the teachers during our professional developssanis
on various ways to incorporate technology into their teaching. However, | founétherts
blatant resistance and sour attitude towards technology directlydradetteeir inability to make
the connection to the curriculum. Additionally, my desire to insist they learn tecriefoge
feeling disillusioned. At that point, it was very clear that the adults in therotas structured
learning and how it was introduced. Since they were not using technology, the learning
environments were qualitatively impoverished. | wondered if an alternasiygoninfuse
technology into the curriculum might be through students’ practices. | turnattenyion to the
students, and worked on developing their relationship with technology. My inquisitivarass
students’ abilities and desires to learn far outweighed the obstacles presemdettdy believe
the student learner is capable of becoming engaged in a process of deepi@x@lodaproject

production rather than an exercise in memorization. This study uses a vadeatg oésources,
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including videotapes, audiotapes, teacher/researcher field notes, amtisastitzh as students’
writing samples and finished comic books. In so doing, | endeavor to capture temuting
learning with technology, nuances of interactions, and cultural enactmeneia especially
designed for this research—the CBRDG. While cogenerative dialogues have édanurban
science education, practices, and education research (Tobin, 2005), they have not kebasitiliz
an approach to technology integration in special educational settings. In thid,reapécipate

that the use of small group and open dialogue or cogenerative dialogue could be usad as a w
for teacher and students to learn more about each other. In addition, as a teathoty

dialogue discussion groups that permit students to take turns speaking withogttheis hands

might be a way to awaken their spirits to embrace a different way of lgarnin

The Comic Book Research Dialogue Group

In late October 2007, | began designing this study. As a teacher in Disfr@73,
working with students classified with a disability from different educatisetiings meant the
students had to navigate through two different school structures (rules, time, and Isiwis}ses
in one building. | planned to look at CBRDG members’ progress as they integratedagghnol
skills and literacy over a six-week period. | wanted the participants to &ecadkplore the
reading and writing process through the creation of their own comic books. Thérefase
necessary to focus on the most efficient and effective technological apigctdifacilitate the
CBRDG members’ learning while allowing them to enjoy the process. In@dthtlearning the

writing process and terminology associated with it, the students learned how w@taavey

8 District 75 is a separate school district thawjtes citywide educational, vocational, and behasigport programs for
students who are on the autism spectrum, sevelnelfeaged, and/or multiply disabled. District 75sists of 56 school
organizations, home and hospital instruction, asibr and hearing services. The schools and pragemlocated at more than
350 sites in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Que&taten Island and Syosset, New York. The missfddistrict 75 is to
provide appropriate standards-based educationgtaums, with related service supports, to approxetget3,000 students with
severe challenges, commensurate with their alsilitie
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desktop environment to locate and use Microsoft™ office applications to createdheimes,
upload and manipulate images, and publish the finished product while simultaneously learning
basic technological terms.

My hope was to collect data on individual student experiences to compare and analyze
for patterns within group interactions. However, when filming commenced in Nuwre2007, |
soon realized that of the five participants, only Brock and Stewie were regalémdance. In
poor urban schools, absenteeism is high and normal. Influences such as iliness, hosteady
life, lack of educational role models, and low parental interest are some ofdlystsahat
negatively impact the lives of PS/MS South Bronx students (Wilson, 1996). Nonethgless, a
Brock and Stewie became central figures in the study, the shape of mgheseaifested
greater depth of knowledge about potential relationships between teacher-ahdistident-
student. During our short walks to the computer lab, we had time to talk about differembfopic
interest. Brock and Stewie expressed their interest in technology, school, andooks. |
believe their own desires to do well in school and interest in technology fostarae gdar
school attendance. As the two more stable members, Brock and Stewie expresssdsinnnt
learning more than creating their comic books. They wanted to learn how tolusadgy to
type their homework, do research, view movies, and play games. In hindsight, to perdoom mi
analysis of a group would have been an enormous task. Fortunately, my research scope and
selection was narrowed for me. Nonetheless, throughout the research sessisadléwa

collect data from all members of the group.

Fall 2007 — The Research Subjects

The main purpose of CBRDG is to examine the ways each participant makes choice

specifically around the use of technology as an academic tool to enhance thieagydnd
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students enhance their literacy skills. Within CBRDG “social action and opiredoclly

distinct and situationally contingent” (Erickson, 1998, p. 1155) upon the elements of that field.
Moreover, to capture the essence of ethnographic research it is netesdacument in detail

the conduct of everyday events and to identify the meanings that those events Hesefahid
participate in them for those who witness them” (p. 1155). All of this work is focused dingrea
a transformative learning culture so that students labeled with a disabultyuse their

produced culture to improve their educational experiences.

The School's Community

PS/MS South Bronx, the school where my research takes place, is located iméisé hig
poverty section of The Bronx. The South Bronx is synonymous with low educational
expectations and images of destroyed buildings, drug infestation, rampant pavergang
activity. These structures are part of CBRDG students’ lives and influeeicetademic
performance. In the South Bronx, the 2007 Point2Homes reported the population as 522,412 and
the dominant racial groups as Hispanic at 60% and Black 39%. These numbersaaes oy
the teacher population that reflects the surrounding school community. | am {herinoihority
of teachers who live outside the school’'s community. In 1979, my family moved to Rejerdal
Bronx where | am currentlstill a resident. Interestingly, the South Bronx community is
juxtaposed to Riverdale community. Based on its location, historic homes, private sshoiols
economics, and prominent individuals, Riverdale is described as affluent. In 2000, the United
States Census Bureau reported the median income for New York City’s five bssig
$37,000. However, separating the boroughs changes the income levels significaindly. In t
Bronx, it is $27,611. Interestingly, in Riverdale, Bronx the median income is $52,000. When |

look at the financial structure within the Bronx communities, different levelagparent. In the



51

South Bronx, 39% of the residents are living below the poverty line. Poverty and living
conditions can impact academics. In the South Bronx, despite the efforts of the paaehtsst

and school community as a whole, the students scored 49%, below the national averdle in Ma
and 64% in Reading. Only 40% of the students met the State standards in readingthad kess
third in math. Unlike the South Bronx, in Riverdale more than 90% of the students in the public
school community meet the State standards in reading and math for their gehde le
Unfortunately the association of poverty and disability manifests iteblow average reading

and math scores. (See Diagram 2.1)
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Diagram 2.1: Average scaled NAEP scores for students with disabilitigsatdy and subject,

for New York City, Chicago, Los Angeles, New York State, and the Nation: 2003

The numerous structures (e.g. poverty, classification, policy, and curricuiaminpact
students with disabilities academic performance are reflected in the tie. Students with
disabilities in New York City schools standardized exam scores are lowehthawdrage for all
students with disabilities in the state and nation. Additionally, when | look a¢lfreositained
students’ academic performance in my school, | realize that grouping sthgretisability

classification is not educationally beneficial to the student. In additiore bi6t.B and IDEA



52

states that students should have fair and equal opportunities to become acadieriatalyn

all subjects, the data demonstrates that the students’ self-containedisettifagr.

Data Sources

A central focus of the study is cultural and identity re/production and enacthiment
tools necessary to gather and capture the qualitative data for andtierpescriptive approach
are real time audio and video recordings of the dialogue group, conversation aaatjisisand
video reflection of the comic book, and student artifacts. Kling (1989) believes thakécoma
support an argument in qualitative research it is necessary to employ nthkipletical
frameworks, multiple methodologies, and multiple sources of evidence. Erickson (1888 af
that use of a variety of data resources is a necessary characteesticagraphic research.

Looking and asking in a setting can produce differing sources and
kinds of data ... field notes written by an observer; interview
comments; machine recordings; and site documents, including
demographic and historical material. An effective data cotlacti
design includes as many of these different sources as posgible... (
1158).

Informed by Guba and Lincoln (1989), | blend multiple methods and data sources to

increase the reliability and validity of my interpretation as well astebksh trustworthiness of

the data.

Videotapes and Audiotape

Guided by Sewell's (1999) ideas on culture, | collected a variety of datantifydend
isolate enacted culture as patterns that have thin coherence and associedditiooms. |
videotaped all group dialogue sessions, which included the creative writinggnoeesto-peer
dialogue interactions, technology training, students’ interfacing with teatipchnd coteaching.

Initially, there were two cameras used — one on a tripod and the second hand helat gy Elli
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participant who was not permitted to be video or audio taped. Both cameras were equipped t
capture still and moving images along with sound. Once Elliot stopped attending, ddecide
continue with one camera. | recorded all sessions so that | could view the datieriioles and

at various speeds, enabling me to identify patterns, contradictions and inter¢®twed,

1999). The videotapes were transcribed using the conventions of conversation analygsiscem
by Roth (2005). Cultural enactment became evident as | listened to and viewedubsiolis. |
noted eye movements, hand gestures, body movements, and head nods that represent a group in
concert and solidarity (Collins, 2004). | used two editing software packages yoettad data

on the micro level. First, | viewed and listened to the clips in InterVideo, WinDVBpple
QuickTime to isolate vignettes. Then | used Windows Movie Maker editing softvamit the
larger video clip into smaller more manageable data clips for coding, idegtifdividual and

group interactions and to capture photographs of different activities.

Artifacts

The participants of CBRDG were there to improve their literacy skills tihroug
technology as a tool. The end product was the creation of a personalized comic bookr& herefo
| collected their handwritten concepts or story summaries, characteiptiessr drawn images,
and comic strip story outlines. Since the students were not under pressure to comptetedhe
only Brock and Stewie finished their comic. | have included a copy of both conactfasts as
well as Stewie and Brock’s individual presentation (see Chapters V and tigio€omics to
the group. Such data afforded invaluable insights into the processes used by studentiseduring
project. | also collected partial work from Daniel and KK. Elliot had difficmiorking on his
comic because he was not able to participate in the dialogue or technologyeprattiwever,

his position in the background allowed him to fully observe and absorb technology from the
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perspectives of his peers. Additionally, he learned the technical aspdatsvaldo equipment.
As a result, he was free to walk around the lab and record various interactions\ainelsact
between the other members. In this sense, | am grateful that Elliot tookeniaterest in
learning about the equipment because | would not have the wonderful data on Stewie and

Brock’s emergence as skilled learners, users, and coteachers in the group.

Research Quality

Trustworthiness and authenticity criteria (Guba & Lincoln, 1989) represerdistinct
means for judging the quality of research that is not of the positivist gdnsecritical
ethnography is best described as one that has ontological authenticity, educhémgciyt
catalytic authenticity, and tactical authenticity.

According to Guba and Lincoln (198@ntological authenticityelates to ensuring
participants own emic constructions of social life are altered and th&rcber documents the
changing perceptionEducative authenticitpneans ensuring that the stakeholders in the
research are informed and understand the study and learn from it and apgreaatestructions
of others. As the result of the study these are expected to change overdijestseents are
made catalytic authenticitfocuses on the researchers’ obligations to provide information that
can work to expand and enhance the stakeholders’ agesatycal authenticityobligates the
researcher to provide additional support to participants who need help. In the folleatiogs

| also include research trustworthiness and authenticity as otheracriteri

Research Trustworthiness

To ensure the trustworthiness of the study, | considered fairness, credibility,

dependability, and transferability as important ingredients in this unfoldingrobsprocess
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(Guba & Lincoln, 1989)Fairness,as laid out by Guba and Lincoln (1989), entails recognizing
stakeholders and their value systems. This means identifying potenti&ldadthgts, seeking out
their opinions and constructions. At the start, | had concerns that the length of tthee dtardy
would not be sufficient for me to recognize stakeholders’ positions or to establish the
relationship and build the trust necessary to permit immersion of oneself in atiddait
understanding of the context of culture. However, this study reveals findings tlcatenain
establishment of rapport and trust with the CBRDG student participants.,|Iddadb the
multiple roles the students engaged in, there was a variety of context in whichmbensiand |
interacted and from which data resources and research findings emergeniolegin chapter
four, five, and six, Brock undertakes coteaching with other members of CBRDGgHavin
previously learned how to use Microsoft ™ Word, and steps to scan images, Brock offered
assistance to Daniel and KK. Stewie also assumed different rolesbasame a solicitor of
information and coteacher. He would constantly ask members of the status on their work and
offer help with reading, editing, and fluency. As students of the school, and patsaipa
CBRDG learning community, of which both fields have schemas and resources (human-and non
human), Brock and Stewie had to learn how to utilize aspects of their capital in ordertto e
agency in ways that resulted in new learning and teaching. As a resuliiémgities changed
continuously through their active participation.

Throughout the CBRDG project to completion, tnedibility of the research findings
was confirmed, denied, and altered through the member checking process. A vakedniehr
tool, member checking, is a technique used to lend credibility to the development ekpiidig
participants were reassured that | was neither evaluating them indiyidoaidentifying them

by classifications or programs. To keep track of Brock and Stewie’s expandiadeale
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coteacher, leadership) and thought processes, it was important to check my own evolving
constructions. | had formal and informal conversations with Brock and Stewidiregtreir
perceptions of video vignettes, dialogue sessions, technology instructions, autisgrtibduced.

In doing so, | hoped to be able to identify the students’ underlying value systems andhbonor t
within my analysis, while also ensuring that the four authenticity aiteere also being met.
Dependabilityrefers to whether the research has taken into account the expected instiatbiéty
phenomenon in question, as well as the potential change that may have resulted frony the stud
design itselfTransferabilityrefers to the possibility of this research being transformative for
both those involved and those who will engage in reading it. | address the transferatbils

study in the concluding chapter (Guba & Lincoln, 1989).

Research Authenticity

Urban students classified as disabled probably know that “it is quite possible to want
even to need, to act, but to lack the power to do so in any meaningful way” (Guba & Lincoln,
1989, p. 250). This study is concerned with catalytic authenticity, which | defiaetian and
change in the social transformation of student agency and group membersy identit
re/construction. During my research activities with the CBRDG, and mor#icalécwith
Brock and Stewie, my primary concern was that the data collected and anaty#dd w
potentially improve students’ immediate lifeworld conditions. It is throughgpaation in this
study that knowledge of students’ agency can increase.

To ensure the authenticity of this study, | was bound by fairness, ontologicaltie€euc
catalytic, and tactical criteria (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). As a membédramdsearch process, |
tried to ensure that my participation within the group helped each member to became mor

aware of our own constructions and how they differ from or are similar to the coiostsumtt
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others and how our considerations, actions, and identities are shaped by the farciesd, of s
cultural, and political structures. The video data of the group during dialogue discasdi
technology instructions and my reflective journal entries recorded BrocktewteS enacted
expanded roles. To illustrate, due to Brock and Stewie’s participation and desaento |
technology, they acquired expert skills and emerged as coteachers in the groupcirherdrd
expanded roles is a marker of catalytic authenticity demonstrating thedaperative work was
a form of authentic research.

Based on my exposure to CBRDG, | was able to reflect and record my ownnghangi
constructions as a teacher who recognized Brock and Stewie’s abilitiekoavetiahem to
enact new culture in their expanded roles. | solicited feedback and input fronotipenggmbers
so that I could alter my teaching practices that students found to be constiaomiegample,
when instructing MS Word, | allowed the students to decide whether they wanted tueonti
practicing with me or work on their own dedicated machine. Their decision to work
independently allowed me to understand that students need the space, time, and opportunity to

enact culture within CBRDG and the classroom.

Researcher’s Eye on Technology in Education: What | Learned

When we change the structure of an onion by cutting it, it makes us cry. Howevsr, it ha
become a necessary and tasty ingredient in some food preparation. In a sawyildrew
educational changes to include technology into the curriculum have causedst@acmg school
distress. Postman said there is not anything that can be done about the rapidynewth
technology; the best forum is our educational system. As an alternativiefigdéeacher well
versed in technology, | see the possibilities for academic growth when techisiogoduced

and used properly. In CBRDG, technology was used as a tool to improve literacytskils.
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essential to provide the students classified as disabled with access totis scdmputer lab

so they could learn to use technology (machines and applications) and incorporateratyn |
activities to create a comic book based on their own ideas. My technology foundationdgeowle
and strengths as a teacher enabled the CBRDG participants to acquire skdtsaangfor

academic success in their classrooms and home lives. Additionally, acdessamputer lab
allowed the students to practice on dedicated machines and an opportunity to build their
knowledge, skill, and confidence. The structure and use of technology in CBRDG dneated t
occasion for the students and me to relieve ourselves of our traditional studéettelss. In
CBRDG, technology use offers the opportunity for role change that teachers@entshave
traditionally played. As technology was dispensed and learned, | was fresctoand facilitate
student learning. With technology monitoring learning, students can become eatiers,
working to effectively acquire new skills as they solve problems. Refleotingy journal notes
and video data, | observed my implementation of technology and the impact on student learning.
The stimulation | experienced from the group enabled me to present more corskdexrtd
material. As time passed, their independence grew and my position changed fdispenser

of knowledge to a coach. The students were motivated to attempt harder tasks amdiaréak
care in crafting their works. This was the most salient observed behavior.

As a teacher/researcher/participant of CBRDG, | witnessed thé/pasipact of
technology as an academic tool. As a small research group not controlled by sclegpl poli
classroom politics, teachers’ views, or the school culture, the student$reely Lsed
technology and enacted new culture. Being part of this action reseacocid ldocument the
teaching and learning activities and culture enacted to make sense otitsspaticoherence

and contradictions within the group and how it relates to the school system and sdaregy. a
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However, whenever attempts are made to study the culture and inner workingbadla sc
system, political opposition is ignited over issues such as the use of technology, hiagrete
it into the curriculum, and its general uses in the classroom. It is the responsil@tucational
researchers, like myself, to conduct research appropriately framesstudigvay that makes
sense to the community. For example, critical ethnography highlights the intpogeedients
of power, race, identity, and class struggle as a way to understand whairigrgda schools.
As the researcher, | look beyond the classroom and see the schools from veeisus le
penetration—macro, meso, or micro. In this study, urban schools are understoosl\ekesite
systems of cultural practices and symbols lead to the oppression of studentsadsraoels
similar to the members of CBRDG who are classified as needing speciatiedwservices. In
order to be emancipatory in this research, | closely examine and isolate thehiegaractices
that are embedded in teaching and replicated in the classroom, such as thetrcieditiea
students to their seats, require them to raise their hands to be heard to name adee.ofhe
cogenerative dialogue as a tool to improve teaching and learning enable miote the
intersection of choice and constraint within the culture of CBRDG and rejeapfinessive
teaching practices that are commonplace within the traditional classroom.

| learned that culturally grounded understanding should be taken into consideration in an
effort to develop the practice of using technology as a teaching and learnitizatasl
equitable, liberating, empowering, and inclusive, rather than oppressive and rapeodiitte
hegemonic society. | also acknowledge that learning entails practicéscibde micro level
acts that lead to the participation in central aspects of the culture. dieeiiefs crucial to
provide students with different opportunities to enact new roles in order for themmtodsa

skills and new ways to interact effectively in any learning situation. Situckents either must
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know or learn culture that is specific to their classes, CBRDG becam&bsg@ce for practice.
Therefore, during this project, the members were fully engaged in the tedbablegrning
process, which allowed them to become vocal and active, thus building a sense of empbwerme

so that transformation could be an option for them.
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CHAPTER 11l
THROUGH THE LEVELS OF EDUCATION:
A Teaching Fellow and Technology Integration

In a Bronx School Examined
Through Agency|Structure Dialectic

The reasonable man adapts himself to the worldutiteasonable
one persists in trying to adapt the world to hirhsEherefore, all
progress depends on the unreasonable man. (GeergarB Shaw
1856-1950)

Reflection — Technology Conference Spring 2007

In late spring 2007, | had the opportunity to attend Media Overseas Conversation
(IV) — An International Conference on Media Literacy-Ecology-Studies-Educamorisored
by Fordham UniversityTechnology in education as a tool to improve literacy skills was the hot
topic. Over the course of the conference, | listened to the proponents and opponents for
technology in education. The individuals who praised technology expressed how tliessee i
vehicle that can close the achievement gap between the races and offer equitye@hen us
properly as an academic tool (Cowie, 1995). Of course, the discussion on technologigal equit
as usual, was geared toward students in general education. As a special ethobasion/
teacher, | know that urban, poor students in my school are faced with issues of equisgbec
they do not have the same exposure to technology as their general education ¢tainterga
they share the same knowledge of how technology relates to learning. | feehteatf¢hese
hindrances to technological equity can also be traced to teachers’ lack of teglskillegand
training as well as the impact of their home community’s economic structurehgsahool
and students’ personal lives (Cuban, 1986). Applying both the tangible obstacles and knowledge

acquired at the conference about technology to my school enabled me to understactdrs tea
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fears, feelings of inadequacy, and unfamiliarity with technology. ébelihe biggest fears could
be associated with lack of training on how to infuse technology into the curriculumarC
1986). Moreover, the traditional teachers and | must contend with challenging impesdihae
directly impact our abilities to integrate technology into teaching—suclosrbclassroom
desks, outdated equipment, behavioral problems, and peer rejection. (In this disskusgion,
the word traditional with teaching, teachers, and school to refer to my school angbenience.
In terms of teachers, | use traditional to make a distinction between those wiveddormal
teacher training, unlike myself and have an undergraduate degree in educaitiam Y 986)
found that the greatest obstacles to technology integration are associhtedstyviequipment
failure, and maintenance of equipment security by teachers and admirsstreaoagement of
warrantees by administrators, and lack of familiarity in using the equipment

It is interesting to think, if teachers embrace technology and are gimetiadning
equipment, appropriate training, and support, they might be able to utilize technology in the
classroom. | think when teachers are given these opportunities, they are atdade feelings
of apprehension, embrace technology, and reconstruct their identities as sty start as
a teacher and reconstructing my identity to become a special educator vwies teithnology in
the classroom. | too experienced intangible and tangible obstacles to mpdestgte in the
form of outdated equipment, negative critique, and opposition from traditional teastbhdents,

and their parents.

Becoming a Teacher

| entered the educational field through the New York City Teaching FeRoagram
(see Glossary), an alternative route to teaching certification traitseand hires highly

gualified professionals. | enjoyed the entire rigorous process. | atteheéedify College of New
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York (CCNY), a City University of New York senior school for my formalctear education,
and met others who transitioned to the teaching profession. | interned at a schoabwnmidt
Manhattan. | felt the classroom setup, students’ disposition, and teachersmaretsimy
childhood school. The rooms were equipped with enough desks and chairs for the students. The
structure and displays appeared to embrace teaching and learning. The stutiextbbaks
and newer, updated, working computer equipment, software, and printer. The school’s
community was clean possibly due to the mix of expensive residential hegbuildings,
businesses, and high-end department stores. | felt comfortable andnsateed well in the
school and enjoyed the community. When the administrator of this school left to waorkwat a
school in the South Bronx, she asked if | would consider working for her. | liked this
administrator’s work ethic and decided to make the move to an uptown school. | soon
experienced a disconnection between what | knew and who | had to become.

My physical, mental, and emotional transition into the actual school building and
surrounding community was (and continues to be) difficult. | experienced thmioodPS/MS
South Bronx, a District 75 (D75) (see Glossary) school for students with multipkalidiss, as
a clash of culture and identity. As | walked to school on the first day, Ifétitarnal shock to
my system. | had to walk through the unavoidable underpass that smelled of urine and liquor and
was heavily littered with garbage, pigeon droppings, and abandoned cars tagged bgehe poli
The underpass opened to reveal the scenery and sounds of the neighborhood. | noticed the six-
story buildings, police station, store on the corner, carpet store, and the littlgtaeonéry in
this part of town outside of the Botanical Gardens. Approaching the school, | wesddog the
unmistakable sounds of people walking in a rush, children’s voices as they played, and the

school bus beeping as it held up the flow of traffic. Soon thereafter, | realizénvé¢hdays a
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week | would have to make a personal transformation. | would leave the comfanys of
residential and safe community to teach in an unsafe school in an uncomfortable egvironm
As a resident of Riverdale, Bronx and employed in the same county, | continue to notice the
prominent financial, educational, and cultural dichotomy between the two sectiom$ of ea
community which are separated by a little over 5 miles.

My first day in the classroom at PS/MS South Bronx presented a host of challenges
recall opening my classroom door to examine the space that | would prepare faw my ne
students. | did everything | was taught to do in graduate school, such as havindjtaeee,
shifting the desks, cleaning up, and turning on the computers. Although the computers were
dated, they worked and | knew what to do with them. Stepping into the position as a special
education teacher, | felt both confident in my teacher training and somewhgidnard anxious
about my lack of experience. Nothing could have prepared me for the first dagsnidhad
entered a new world that was defined by the culture of the community. Megjrésdrs were
confirmed once | withessed and experienced my share of classroom managarasnit fesll
mouths, fights, property destruction, and other disruptive behaviors. My class was alagdge
of self-contained special education students in grades 3-5 labeled with emotiosizhdoral
disturbance, learning disabilities (LD), Attention Deficit HyperagsiBisorder (ADHD), and
mental retardation. It appears that disabilities were often usedasesxor teachers’ comments
such as, “They can’t learn” or “We are just overpaid babysitters.” lesatle uncomfortable to
hear such comments. | think, as a result, the teachers in my school grew raatereli
classroom behavioral disturbances as a way to avoid teaching, particularigalnology. In
this way, the classroom environment is similar to what some students expeniéneir homes

and daily lives — noise, disruption, arguments, and fights. It would have been easy th aitac
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let the kids take over, but | was motivated to try various behavior management teckmiques
occupy minds, hands, and mouths. | did not believe that they were lost children or incapable of
learning. In my school, the various tools (e.g., token economy system, school sttiragplay
treats, and food) utilized did not work as well as academics when infused witm#raidy

power of technology. | found instructing with technology to be useful as it creaysdava

educate and entertain at the same time. The students were excited thestrtiexy/to type,

conduct research, and create iMovies™ in their own classroom. The acceptacheabtgy as

a teaching tool by some students remarkably manifested in changed behaviorsh®aRof t
students, maybe 1 or 2 on various days would have an outburst.

As a new teacher who demonstrated self-control with a “difficult” class amdgbed
student appreciation for learning, | was unaccepted by my colleagues and sartee paregard
to parents, their concerns appeared to center around money received for childeenitabea
disability or Social Security Incomeln the South Bronx, most parents rely on money from
social programs for their disabled children. They have been told by the teatmeysschool,
that if their child is decertified from D75, they will no longer receive the disabubsidy. As
long as the child continues to be eligible for special education services, thétgisabsidy for
families continues. In regard to my colleagues, their fears appeareddoa@nind job security.
| often think and ask — How unfair it is that students classified with disabilihesane learners
remain in the self-contained educational setting with limited exposure to eshatdaéchnology.
In a fair educational situation, could D75 be potentially dissolved in favor of collateot@am-

teaching (an inclusion model in which a general education teacher andeh sgecation

9 The United States Social Security Administrafioovide supplemental security payments to peoptle hiv
income and limited resources, including parentshiifiren with disabilities Website:
http://www.ssa.gov/pubs/10029.html
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teacher team-teach)? On the other hand, these educational settingsat@nd result in a loss
of employment for some special education teachers.

Interestingly, parents and teachers in my school community use scaledeisions of
technology in their day-to-day lives such as copiers, ATMs, and cellular phonesvilore
special education teachers are required to use a particular softwaratapptic create IEPs.
Many teachers who rail against technology in the classroom use theghfatm with ease.
The appearance of technology in my school seems to frighten the majorityharteatio see it
more like an obstacle rather than an educational tool. As a teacher who uses ¢ggcimiblo
views it as a major aspect of everyday life, | have noticed that myagaks do not feel the
same about it. Given that they use scaled down versions of technology like copiess, ATM
iPods, cellular phones, and even E-Tickets, it appears that teachers apf@ecraimgy in
terms of personal use but not as an instructional tool. These teachers often e tivddgy in
education is non-essential and express a lack of appreciation for my impleonenita
technology mandates in the classroom. In my school, | believe that teadc$tancesto
technology is associated with anxiety about or being deficient in using computeeir
classrooms. In addition, teacher training and/or staff development aroundsHueseis
negligible. Teachers usually have to be self-motivated and proactive in seekrags; skills,
experiences, and workshops. These teachers are comfortable using technolakyy ttoem lives
more efficient, but have difficulty understanding how, when used properly, techraangy
positively impact the educational lives of our students. This can be viewed asradison
between how technology functions in our personal lives and as a tool in education. When |
entered the teaching profession, | was able to rely upon my previous knowledge aishespe

with technology to learn how to make technology work in my classroom.
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The Challenges

In my school, the majority of teachers tell me that technology does not beldrg in t
classroom and if | continue using it, they will be forced to use it also. | belieireopposition to
technology could be based on lack of exposure and training on how to integrate it into the
curriculum and teaching. Moreover, | have been told that the students do not understand me
because Black people do not really speak the way | do. | have been accusegird by
“White corporate ways” into their school culture. | have been told that | do not fithrtive
“way things are” and that | am disrupting “their culture.” The teacperssed me to speak in a
way they could understand and to curtail my use of technology. At the time, | did nze thati
the teacher created the dominant school culture. | could not oblige my colldaguesrstood
the fear that accompanies change because | made a transition into achdwdadized that to
adapt to the culture of the field would mean dissecting the part of me that favors the
government’s mandate for technology in education. In my opinion, in order to support the
evolving educational environment that now favors technology as an academic tdardgaust
be willing to adapt their teaching skills to the new policies. Deep within tresgges are
potentially solutions to unlocking educational opportunities for urban students through

technology.

Personal Conviction

Witnessing the positive academic impacts on some students’ academic improveme
my classroom, | continue to embrace technology as a way to level the acgdpmic
Unfortunately, | know these self-contained students do not have adequate accésotogec
knowledge, or understanding of the relationship of technology to learning becalssaasist

integrating it into the curriculum. | believe that urban teachers have asgsiity to adequately
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prepare students to meet future challenges. However, in the middle and uppscicass
districts the teachers are given financial support and the teaching toalsu{aur, computer
equipment, and training) to incorporate technology into the classroom. Therefgrardladle
to fortify their technology skills and impart the knowledge required by presioedhecational
standards. Yet, in the urban poor community school districts, this same opportunity hannot be
realized. Both, NCLB and IDEA mandate the integration of technology into educationeav
it as a revolutionary academic tool. However, in the poor school communities this itiesive
and access is deceptive due to high cost and maintenance associated with techdology a
training. | understand technology-driven instruction as more than a motivationaidrtool f
students. Teaching with technology provides urban students with access to the world of
information, equitable schooling, and preparation for life outside of school walls. | tloik |

enhance ways teachers endeavor to bring the world into the classroom.

Levels of Education — Colliding Structures and Overlapping Fields

Various educational concerns can be found within the hierarchal structure tichestre
from the highest level of policy decision-makers in the United States to tkstltavel of the
individual classroom teacher. In the local context, my immediate goal assacdm teacher is
to prepare my students to pass state standardized exams. At the local leved,aehstolictured
by many rules and regulations concerning student achievement, educationaltpatiber
gualification, personal safety, curriculum, and time schedules. Much of what ot&84VS
South Bronx can be traced to external cultural structures defined by business, goweamoh
the community. While some rules are constructed at the macro level and mantaetneto
level, other rules are created at the micro level by school districts, sahoolistrations, and

school faculties.
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My school can be understood as a product of the dominant culture that is comprised of
multiple layers, overlapping structures, and porous boundaries filled with aywaraattivities
and rules (Sewell, 1999). Bourdieu viewed culture as a type of “capital withispews of
accumulation, exchange, and exercise” (Swartz, 1997, p. 66). Moreover, Bourdieu defdsed fi
as arenas of production, circulation, and appropriation of knowledge that institutidoshose
individuals and groups in a competitive mode and self-perpetuating hierarctmsioftion.

It is useful to think about public schools in terms of Bourdieu’s notion of fields. As
explained by Swartz (1997) in conjunction with Sewell (1999b), culture can be defined as
socially structured spaces dominated by schemas and resources wheea<altacted and
capital is exchanged amidst a struggle for power (Sewell, 1999b). The admirgstedohers,
staff, and students within the school field access other fields to acquire soeiroes in order to
meet their goals and to either reproduce or transform the structure and otilthe field. In all
fields participants both access and appropriate schemas to meet theango@ither
reproduce or transform the existing structure of that field. An example afciuse with
embedded rules that meets the school’s goal is the time schedule for teBlcbechedule not
only indicates a start time, but also designates the number of minutes dethcasss periods,
lunchtime, and dismissal. In the larger picture, the schedule works by keeprggree on track.
At the same time, a time schedule controls teacher movements and imposesitsngbn

classroom instruction

Agency|Structure: Computer Lab’s Outdated Equipment Impacts CBRDG

The outdated computer equipment is an example of how structural constraints can lead to
cultural conflicts that have the potential to slow down or halt computer use. The colapurer

my school is fully equipped with outdated Apple™ and Dell™ desktop computers and software
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applications, two printers, and a Smartboard. In fact, at any given time, yomdawdior three
computers not working. As noted previously, | conducted the CBRDG research in mysschool
computer lab. As an individual who understands technology, keeps up with newly released
technology, and believes in the potential power of technology, | was concerned about the
functioning of the dated equipment and software. It turned out that the very sloupstime
running of multiple programs, saving of documents, and spontaneous shut down due to
overheating did become sources of irritation for the participants. To addressahesrns, Mr.
O, the school’s technology teacher, informed the participants about the softddrevato

work with the slow computer system. In particular, Mr. O explained that the R€grame to
slow, spontaneous shut down. It is worth noting that this little bit of information made the
students very conscious of the computers’ slow response time when they tried to ageon, typ
save their files. In the beginning, the students were easily frustrated; ingdtient, and very
vocal about their irritation with the slow system. As we pressed on with the woylhebame
more relaxed about the speed of the available technology, acknowledging thaetbéipaas
out of their control. It is worth noting that the outdated computers represent more than an
isolated incident. They reflect the long-standing issue of inequitable resanrarban schools.
It is one example of how structural constraints can lead to cultural cotffittsan slow down

or deter technology integration and use in any school.

Cultural Solidarity Usurps OIld Technology

Once CBRDG members were “in the groove” of working on their comic books, they
became more aware of the slowness of this outdated technology upon opening appéindtions
processing work. For members of CBRDG using technology for the first timsfructure of

this particular field proved detrimental to the immediate goal of creatiagrning environment
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within which they could work effectively. Thus, the participants’ first pryontthis situation

was immediate action. Using their newly acquired capital (knowledge airiegdns of
technology application) and exerting their agency to restart the computeraetteegble to alter
the structure of the lab to suit their needs as learners. However, having to tpressant the
computers meant significant downtime, particularly when the membersoteyet accustomed
to constantly saving their work. During one session, as Brock was typing in M&Wars PC
shut down. He became angry and banged on the table. Although | repeated the necessary
instruction to “save your work” several times, it finally registeredh\Bitock during this last

shut down and having to restart his computer. Once his machine was in the running mode, he
opened MS Word™ and noticed his work was not recovered but saved. Following this
experience, Brock would periodically call out to the others, “Everyone, remextuseys save
your work so if you have to restart the most recent work would be there.” The othersdegan t
build solidarity from Brock’s words and positive emotional energy. Saving tloek seduced

their anxiety and built patience with the old equipment. Soon the CBRDG members
demonstrated solidarity as they began to constantly remind one another, “Don’'td@get

your work!” This newly acquired capital knowledge (Bourdieu, 1990) became éorulorking
with the old equipment in the computer lab.

In the beginning, the outdated PCs proved to be time-consuming because they reduced
student agency and work production. The old, slow PCs reify the power dynamics within the
school structure, a reification that summoned within students both negative assogiated
with an unfair learning environment and positive energy to overturn oppressive unfinrss
in the computer lab. For example, Brock embraced the knowledge of technologyatilatien

him to use the lab equipment. In enacting his newly acquired knowledge, Brockasbaect
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what he learned with the group. In this manner, he shifted from being positioned &% alict

old equipment to exercising agency by anticipating the shortcomings of theeleir®logy and
finding ways to compensate. Brock’s actions helped create a comfortablagesommunity of
practice within the larger school structure. Brock was able to chanfentttenality of the
computers to perform for him as well as the others. As a result, all student@blete manage

their frustration to work on their projects by making the micro-structaxgfle to their needs.
Instead of the heavy sighs or outbursts that usually followed the computersesjmmse or
spontaneous shut down, the students would echo “Save” or “Thank God | saved my work.” The
positive energy that accompanied the optimistic learning environment eneduh&gstudents to

continue with their projects.

Overlapping Fields

Given that fields operate concurrently, various intersecting levels matgmrnd impact
one another. For example, macro structures (US Department of Educatioajelédehe meso
levels (state and city Departments of Education) that, in turn, impact the Ieviet (classroom
practices). Fields are sites where culture gets enacted, and theswerlap because of their
boundless continuity. For example, on the micro level, there are sub-level strusticieas,
school districts, school administrations, and classroom coaches) that canceitteic teachers
or enhance and support teachers. These fields have dynamic structuresntiest @b hot
support the goals defined at the macro and meso levels intended for teachers arsladttitent
micro levels. The educational structures cannot account for differentiateshégaruances, and
the flux of daily practices in a special education classroom (Skrtic, 1995). Foplexalthough
all teachers (regardless of credentials or how one made it to the clasben@specific

teaching and learning goals, expectations, perceptions, and preferencease theipsed by the
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broader macro policies that demand immediate changes (such as technologtionjegithout
support. Since a teacher is both an individual and part of “the socialized body,” we do not stand
in opposition to society because we cannot escape the laws that govern edusatitm (997).

According to Bourdieu (1977), a field is the site of struggle for power between the
dominant and subordinate classes. A field is structured by the power, capital, arch pdsiti
plays in the field. The school system is created around a dominant cultural hegemabnidhat
white middle class culture to be the norm and does not acknowledge cultural dééefemch as
race, dialect, disability) (Ferguson, 2001). The culture of education is politinature and the
larger dominant group that controls the field is general education. The macrre sgitures
predominant social practices and functions to stabilize the existing order. The dlegualtiss a
top down macro structure that establishes embodied power relations that opprestiand re
teachers’ and students’ agency within the bottom level field, thus making tgaciunearning
goals obscure, decontextualized, and fragmented. Bourdieu stated that iuisuttecticat
“contributes to the maintenance of an inegalitarian social system by allovegted cultural
differences to shape academic achievement and occupational attainnaentz{3997, p. 190).
In other words, the established culture of education maintains social hiesactienequal
social relations. In my school, the traditional teachers who resist techrablciggnges in
education find themselves in an evolving environment filled with schemas thazeritiem for
lacking the ability to integrate technology into their teaching (Cuban, 1986j.dimstus
according to Bourdieu, calls them to think of action as engendered and regulateddyéntal
dispositions that are internalized primarily through early socializatioregses that are resistant
to change (Swartz, 1997). | often wonder if the students’ disability clagsfis are the focal

point of special education teachers. Therefore, | think their teaching revolved around the
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students’ behaviors in class and not on teaching to change the behaviors. Theske types
contradictions (focusing on the students’ behavior rather than teaching) coutples wvolving
policy complicate the process of technology integration and the constructi@tloéts’ identity

as educators and technology users.

Micro Level Gatekeepers, Border-Crossing

Just as the social categories of race, class, level of education, and diaeditiearly
visible in urban areas such as the South Bronx and Riverdale, they are also digtindheit
larger region of New York City. The New York City 2000 Census reported the population at
8,008,278, and the dominant racial groups as White, Black, and Hispanic at 37%, 28%, and 27%
respectively. This racial distribution is associated with education, incomengpasd
neighborhood that range from highly educated, luxurious, and safe, to uneducated, constrained
by poverty, and crime related. Where there are boundaries, one will inevitably fireat patls
or gatekeepers who create additional rules in the form of cultural schemaseticepy which
structure the agency of participants (Swartz, 1997). Intertwined witlotieept of boundaries
and border-crossing are issues such as closure and access. In educatiaoalyratesitioned
between the borders of alternatively certified teachers and tradite@awdldrs’ cultural domains
are gatekeepers who control access into and out of their particular domain. ésplist rthe
cultural schemas are classified as deceptive accessibility. Tedleegpers will grant or deny
access to individuals based on their fit. In my school, the educational authoriteditayrial
teachers serve as gatekeepers and the school policies either permitacabssyto “highly
gualified” teachers. As a new, alternatively certified teacher, vib® tb enforce educational

policies, the traditional teachers who dominate my school community, vehementigiuse t
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position and power as an obstacle. My first days of teaching at PS/MS South Brarm toisf

thought.

The traditionally trained veteran teachers and students at my school viensed m
different from themselves. The teachers said | was “inexperienc&ddlaedagogical
knowledge, and classroom management skills.” They believed that | passetetbeastaer
certification exams on the first try because | came “from the outsidegrade.” Students also
saw me as an enigma, somewhat indefinable. In their eyes, | was a,taagbman of color like
them, but | did not sound like them or really look like them. Over the years, | have lzkbn tol
students that | “speak funny” mostly because | do not use slang or engaga trezbal cursing
confrontations. But, the kids also tell me that | am “not cool” because | am “ettv’gand | am
not like their other “school mothers”—teachers and paraprofessionals ofadwdolerate their
behaviors and verbal outbursts or treat them like babies. | was called an audidéen felt

like one. | continue to wonder how | can instill the value of education within my studeets §

to13) who are the children of teenage, single, uneducated, poor mothers whose own mothers

were also teenage mothers who did not finish school. | think the mothers’ daily esrtmgl

survive appear insurmountable and cast a shadow of doubt on their children making thoughts of

education unattainable. This was a social fact that | pondered from my outsitiengbat

helped me to constantly look at each encounter with the students and parents as a teaching

opportunity with new eyes. Being a woman, like their mother and aware of the smkcial a
cultural differences between my students and me energized me to try and st thadber

possible.
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The Qutsider

Within the culture of PS/MS South Bronx, | learned that the word “outsider” is used to
refer to individuals, groups, or ideas not indigenous to the poor, Black, and Hispanic school or
home community, and at times can be viewed as a potential problem. An outsider can be the
government, policy, an individual of any race who is socially and economically noddfgper
class, highly educated and working in a White profession, or, in my case, aatalaty
certified teacher from an upper middle class social background. The resdfléme community
proudly call their community “the ghetto.” As an outsider who is not familitr ghetto
mentality, culture, language, style, and way of life, my presence isa thnay students and
colleagues. As a new teacher not enmeshed or familiar with the existing sahow, |
endeavored to implement the mandates of educational policy into the classroongtdaghs
made aware on several occasions that my way of teaching with technology \&ppneciated
and caused a disruption in the “way things are.” In this sense, my access g@s/de®©n one
hand, although the government granted me permission through certification to enter the
educational domain, the teacher created school culture denied me equal access.

Throughout my life, | have resisted placing labels on myself, which has allog/éa m
move comfortably among different fields and communities. InterestihgByer knew | was
different until | entered this urban poor community. The Black veteran teacheyssichool
share in common the same school/home community. They anticipate that incoatkg Bl
teachers will share their values and oppose any changes to the schools’ culteeelaing t
styles. Since | did not relate to or understand the personal struggles of ieedeam parents in
my school community, | had to respect the strength of their unity. My sole misatowe the

best educator possible by respecting the cultural boundaries of my studentg'scaittd home
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community. My focus was to work within those fields and find ways to enhance and empower

students without stripping away their core culture.

Inside Education — Internal Hegemony and Reality

As a public school teacher, | participate in two different worlds. My role rexthieg |
cross borders between two hegemonic cultural domains—namely an upper middle class home
community and a poverty dominant, urban work environment. Although my school and home
life reflect the two dominant societal cultures, there are particuladwews and ideologies that
oppose each other (Villanueva, 1993). For example, | embrace the governnasrdaterto use
technology as a teaching tool because technology has always been in mpéfe& my home
culture. In contrast, many of my colleagues who are new to technology tesst iin the
classroom. This opposition has become part of my school’s culture. Outside the sahoal, |
member of a different dominant culture (in terms of social and economic ¢Jdesesne who
create and implement educational policy. In my school, | represent thatatdrakternal
cultural group by perpetuating and maintaining its ideological domination beoamndgace the
mandates of the policy and integrate it into teaching. According to Bourdieu, dsltoot
devoid of political content, but an expression of it” (Swartz, 1997, p. 7). Therefore, it is
impossible to abandon personal beliefs because they are linked to who we are amd ddhat

In the process of border-crossing, | encountered the boundaries of race and clasg from
own people who viewed me as a minority. | was under the impression that | would beéccept
and because of the easily identifiable commonalities (such as, appearegcese@dential,
teaching desire). To the contrary, on the micro level, | fully experiermeeptive accessibility
from the dominate culture in my school, the teachers. Negotiating this fieléamihlg how to

act and function in two different cultural domains had a profound effect on the waycim mii
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teaching identity developed and emerged. My identity as a teacher is a teropoyy
education, technology experience, culture, and class position (Turner, 2002). Atea fieso
an upper class social background, | had to learn how to be a teacher in an economically poor
school environment. In the school setting, | had to accept that the teachers’ donlinaai<
the driving force behind the opposition to technology, which also contributes to the shaping of
the school community. In this sense, the teachers perpetuate hegemonyaiheicluding
ideologies concerning education and technology. Therefore, during my drivé®td @r away
from my home) were opportunities to contemplate and mentally prepare my dygw darcthe
day. While in transit between borders, | transform into an urban special educatioerteho
works in the South Bronx.

In my school, the shared linguistic practice against technology covertly icatepl
teachers’ identity construction processes and prevents them from imggeahnology into
their curricula. Villanueva (1993) states, “Hegemony exploits language andtlakyiew it
contains...If reality, or at least a view of reality, a worldview, is lisgoally defined then
alternatives to that reality in the absence of alternative terms beeogpneklem” (p. 124). Based
on my experience, | believe that along with the low usage of technology, thertealso
discourage talk about technology among each other. For example, my school has ardaimput
and a technology teacher who hosts the school’s yearly debates via videonmamferBeachers
praise the technology teacher’s use of technology. It might appear that teievomwithin my
school supports the use of technology. Yet, when | utilize technology outside the cdatputer
and within my classroom as a teaching tool, teachers frown upon and criticintivities.
Thus, the cultural attitudes and behaviors of teachers in response to my technology use

contribute to shaping my identity as a teacher.
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My Cultural Identity — Fragmented and Repositioned

My approach to the cultural behaviors in school, my identity formation, habitus, and the
use of hybridity or heterogeneity and diversity is influenced by Bourdieut&waad Hall,
respectively. Hall (1990) uses hybridity with identity to foreground that mnstantly
producing and reproducing themselves anew, through transformation and differerorelinge
to Bourdieu, habitus is the part of cultural capital that is cultivated throughout tieliradis
lifeworld and unconsciously enacted (Swartz, 1997). As | transitioned into teachauytd
learn to negotiate and renegotiate my understanding of my culture and myidsmtiteacher.
Hall argues that there are two types of identity: 1) identity as beingy @mit commonality, a
shared culture) that provides us with stable unchanging and continuous framesoteséerd
meaning; and, 2) the individual’s experience of his or her culture, identity asibgd@m
process of identification, which shows the discontinuity in our identity formation)dbhtity is
framed by my national, political, religious, educational, and business affigtivhich can be
described as habitus. Whenever | enter a new environment, my cultural position amyl adenti
challenged, fragmented, and repositioned as new cultures and identities are¢ptodaspond
to the environment.

In examining my cultural identity, | understand that it is comprised of diftere
encounters and moments of cultural exchanges in school and my personal life (HallMy990)
identity has been shaped by the various cultural fields in which | have existedarigaiad. |
grew up in a two-parent home with educated parents and siblings who valued and agpreciate
life, conversation, education, high culture, discipline, and technology. As a result of my
formative experience, | found it easy to function in corporate America becaaseprepared

for the culture of a fast-paced, technologically driven environment. | wasealto be myself



80

without suppressing parts of my identity. Being part of the New York City teqédliows
program, | again found myself around like-minded individuals. | had a feeling oh&rgess in
my home as well as in corporate and educational settings because of stiarecand|
experiences (Hall, 1997). The imprints from these different life expesdralped to reshape
my identity as a corporate employee, student of education, and special edecat@n and
negotiate the different fields. | thought my position in the educational comnwitig be the
same as my social experience in the corporate field or the teachingsfpllogram in college. |
truly believed all teachers were of a similar mindset with respect tmdg their students. |
accepted without reservation the overall top-down schema and culture of edunatised by

the government in regard to teaching, technology, and student achievement.

Identity: Fragmented

The school’s culture is part of my identity as a special education te&ttheever, as a
teacher who used technology and refused to conform to the ways of traditionalséachye
school, my identity became fragmented. According to Hall (1990) when one encouriézentlif
situations or fields, his or her identity changes as the individual learns andteawvigihin them.
In a school community with two dominant cultures opposed to each other, the macro middle
class and micro teacher culture, my identity is in a permanent process of ahdnge
transformation. Being from the upper middle class social setting, my famityaced the
philosophy of upward mobility through knowledge and academic achievement. In carporate
was able to have my work ethic reflected my belief system. When | charnygealtoral work
setting, my role identity changed also. However, my core identdy ta bring the same
ideology to the classroom through my adherence to educational policy, teaching, ahd use

technology. Turner (2002) defined role identity as a set of connected behaviuss,argl
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commitments as conceptualized by the individual in different fields. It isglethin structured
social relationships governed by reciprocity, which is the underlyingdsasell thought-out
dialectical relationships. In short, my identity takes on sub-roles or shargtiédethat are
appropriated according to the field. Regardless of the adaptation and changembda within
my school context, | have been referred to and positioned as the outsider or “otHed'99ial
p. 112) by colleagues. When | enter the school community, my shared identity, oh#rg’“ot
emerges as the special education teacher in the impoverished urban surrdindintpe other
parts of my identity that are socially and culturally different in thismudwdting. According to
Hall (1990), the construction of identity is made by the sight of the other. In otheés,wor
although | have one identity, it is necessary to change and create diffeesrdaacbrding to the

field.

Identity: Repositioned

Hall (1990) asserts that identity must be understood not as a process of discovery of lost
roots but as the construction of a new or emergent shape of ourselves that are linkeaireg the s
time to actual social relations and to contemporary power relations. The proceastaiicting
identity is then based on opposition. For example, as | reconstructed my identityamz lze
teacher, | was not fully accepted by the traditional teachers in my scluamideeof our social
and economic differences. Concepts, such as hybridity and multiple identifieegram@ also
significant in that they open up space for the creation of new combinatory ctdtunal(e.g., |
am a special education teacher and a technology user.) | contend thatyhghati&nges the
idea that successful assimilation only occurs in terms of integration into theaidraociety
(otherwise, the individual becomes stuck between two cultures results in a stiatetiof

crisis.) For example, | constructed a new, shared identity to work withircinmpscommunity.
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Since identity is not fixed and static but fluid and changeable, | was able tdicgpog/self as
a special education teacher by blending my foundational culture into the poorahbah s

environment.

Rejected Fellow Becomes a Teacher in a Community of Learners

Over the past six years in my own self-contained special education divisemarhb a
teacher. | learned to use my shared identity to adapt to the field of educatiale frireads with
other, like myself who also felt marginalized by the traditional teadhersr school. | found
validation in my personal positive experiences using technology as a tool tataddarning,
but most of all, | found validation in the way that students have begun to interact wiiveme
though they still tell me that | am not cool or ghetto, those descriptions are homeiblby
“because you are a girl, a lady, soft.” | never cared much about how studerad wie because
| knew deep down they see me as a person who holds their best interest at hiearth&ha
beauty of children. Over the years, | have become someone they trust. Theyttalgs, good
or bad, knowing that | will not judge them, overreact, or curse at them like thaitpare
“teacher mothers.” They believe me to be fair, and out of respect, these fads frein cursing

in my presence. Likewise, | found my experience with the students in CB&Rb&dimilar.

The Comic Book Research Dialogue Group

In CBRDG sessions, I, an alternatively certified New York City teactalow taught
my student participants how to use technology as an academic tool to improveettaay i
skills. These cooperative students learned how to use different technologytapsiead
equipments are placed in segregated educational setting because of theitydedaddd. Among

the many rules and structures in my school are those concerning silencdexhdoanduct.
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Silent and still students are considered indicative of a successful learvingnment and
effective teaching. In traditional classrooms, students are expected i beist, and attentive.
| broke that mold when | introduced CBRDG, which ultimately gave students #uofreand
ability to use their agency to promote their learning.

Throughout our six weeks together, my research participants and | had to maneuver
through the very busy cafeteria and hallways to make our way to the computeniad. It
necessary that we exhibit a type of silence that would make us invisibleiEndsage
negotiated the densely populated areas of the school. Simply getting stumesé room to
another during very busy times without incidents was challenging. Once thsithb, there
were constant reminders to respect the school’s equipment. The structureonhphueer lab in
the minds of teachers and students is a holy place and the computers are vieweduss preci
china. | had to alter these ideas of the computer lab. To transform the structure of RB CB
would use technology, | used my agency to change and expand the participamgtagen
transform the structure of the computer lab into a place where they could develtitethey

and technology skills.

Week 1: Introductions and Field Structure - (Duration 30 minutes) “The Computer Lab”

In order to carry out this research project, access to the computer and its pbrifsueh
as lab, keyboard, printer, mouse, and applications) was required. | had to get pernussibie f
school administration and Mr. O., the technology teacher. It was necessamnetMr. O as a
non-active member of the group because the lab is his classroom. In other words, M&r. O wa
present in the lab and also offered assistance or supervision to the CBRDG sneheethey
worked independently. Mr. O. permitted the group to have access to a fully functoonipgiter

lab. The space is large and structured to accommodate our dialogue discus$inolggc
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instructions, and hands-on practice. It was ideal to meet in a lab outfitted withstinatdi
dedicated spaces, SmartBoards™, scanner (to facilitate instruction/diag¢uasd
individualized workstations with a printer for hands-on activities/discussion.

The first four minutes of the first session was dedicated to the introduction of the
CBRDG as an official new field. In this new field, we utilized an open dialogumeat or a
space for the production of new culture aligned with classroom practices andge&¢e had
introductions of roles in the group, specific rules on activities within the laboratmtyeapect
for each other in this field. We all agreed to very basic rules to show respeattianember -
when one is speaking we will listen, and if using the technology in the room it must bedhandl
with care. And, since we were utilizing the computer lab, which is alsost@btas dedicated to
one school, it was only appropriate to have Mr. O., MS/PS South Bronx school’s technology
teacher and an inactive group member, state his rules for managing the equisraritined a
set of directions on how to behave within the environment. He also conducted a tour of the lab.
Then, I moved into a discussion of respect for each other. It was important for thermsdem
understand, although rules exist for the protection and safety of the room equipmemt not
confined to typical classroom rules or those imposed by a classroom teachisrghoup, the
students are exposed to new fields of learning, have access to more technologgsebotin

human and inanimate), and each other.

Week 2: Vignette Figure 3-1: Teaching Fellow Instructs Group on MS Word (Time)8 min.

In the following video segment from week two, | instruct the group on the functions of
Microsoft™. | focus on the group dialogue to highlight my interactions as well assihenses
from students to my technology instruction. It is essential that | bring forthground my

teaching and technology skills (necessary elements to this group) pyiagdhe reactions of
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students. | have incorporated still images because they depict the {tstaclesrt interaction and
participation.

The members discussed their story summaries and received input from eachvedker
conscious not to impose my thoughts and opinions on their storylines. | wanted them to
completely express their thought and ideas through their writing and images avithhttey
thought | wanted them to create. It was important to me not to trample or truncatgdmney.
Next, | introduced MS Word and some basic functions to complete a document. These steps
included — creating and naming their own folders, opening the application, thping t
summaries, running a spell check, and saving work to their folders. My desire wgmato i
technology knowledge and skills in a way that was user-friendly. Over thioduoé my
instruction, | observed the group’s interaction patterns that indicated entrajisolatarity, and
identity transformation.

Speaker Event - Dialogue Text and Image

Wilson: “Today you will type your summaries in MS Word. | wslhow you how to access
Word and use some of the features. Okay, | have to walk over to t#mtb8ard in the
front.”

(KK, Stewie, Brock, and Daniel were focused on me as | talked. Taehtd walk to
the Smartboard and their heads turned and eyes focused towards the front of the
room.)
(KK and Brock giggle and say “this is going to be cool”)

Wilson: (I had to pull the table to the side so all could see the board equally.)
“All of your screens should look like this on either the Dell gpke computers. They
all have the same desktop.”
(I am pointing to the Smartboard screen. Then | look at the group)
“So, either you look for the “W” for Microsoft Word. Do you see the d¥hswhere
on the Desktop?”
(I look at the group)

Group: (overlapping speech as they all respond to the question)
“Yes, at the Bottom.”

Wilson: “At the bottom somewhere?”

Group: (overlapping speech)
“Yes, to the left at the bottom.”

Wilson: “Right here? Very good.”

(I look at the group)
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“Yes.”

“The W will either be sitting on the desktop as an icoii bris not there you would
go to the Start and then it should be available on the listing — asdight there -
because it is used frequently.

Does anyone know how we can open the icon? Do we touch it?”

(overlapping speech)

“Once, twice, once, no two times.”

(Wilson repeats once as a question — then | click the icon once and nothing happens)
“That is one time.”

(I enter two clicks on the keyboard.)

“Itis two times”

“Who said two times?”

“Me, me”

(all, but Daniel are focused on the activity and my instruction and gestures)
“Okay, the two click must be quick.”

(Word application opens and the screen is divided in three parts. The mieutap,
the white space for typing, and expanded menu to the right. )

(Ms. Wilson discussing MS Word
and all students are focused. Stewie
is captured in video.)

“You do not need this part but it does not bother gr@fierring to the expanded left
menu)

The few icons you can use are on the menu bar.”

(I went through the icons and briefly explained their functions which are also found on
the word menu- White paper for new page, folder to open the directely,fat
saving, printer, cut, copy, paste. | also showed them if you hold the cursor ioorihe
the name will display.)

“The cursor will be blinking inside of the white screen. You caterea few lines
down then start by typing your title.”

(I looked at the group for a title and Brock said his loudly “Clash of Ninja”)

“Clash of Ninjas”

(As | focus on Brock as he spoke | began typing his title)

“Oh, you could do that without looking.”
(I laugh and spell out Ninja)

(corrects me by saying Ninjas)

“Ninjas. He is the great warrior.”

“Is it one person or more than one?”
“More than one.”
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“So, do we write apostrophe s or just s?”

“I think.....”

“Well, if it is plural we use the s at the end?”

“Right.”

“After the title you hit enter again to start typifge texact summary that you created
last week.”

(Stewie pretends he is typing at his desk)

“You type fast and without looking”

“I have been typing for many years. This is whyget fast without looking at the
keys. One day you will.”

“Because you remember where all the letters are. But you ash of the ninjas.”

“It is clash of the ninjas, right?”

“No, clash of ninjas.”

“l am sorry.”

“Ms. Wilson try to remember.”

(we all started laughing)

“Why clash why not crash?”

“Do we know what clash means?”

(Daniel makes a crashing sound.)

“Not crash as in cars but as in conflict or disagreement”

“So who want to come to the front and double click on the oM o start the
application?”

(I walk away from the Smartboard)

(All in the group raise their hand wanting me to select the firssqerHere is a
picture of Stewie with his hand raised.)

You can go one by one, you decide who will start.
Each take turns going to the Smartboard to locate the icon and start the application —
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Stewie Brock

Daniel KK

(Stewie coached Daniel on the steps. While | instructed the group and facelthe
screen to demonstrate a step, Daniel would write his summary)

“The other thing, once you have typed in your document what ddyduytou need
to do next?”

(all are quiet and looking at me)

“Let’s say you are finished typing, what do you need to do?”

(all together)

“Save it”

“Yes, you will need to save it. Here | have clash afas. Then | click on the x to
close the document because | don’t know what to do next. The dialogue boxppops
and wants me to do what?”

(overlapping speech as they read the information in the box)

“Do you want to save the changes to document 1?”

“What would | do?”

“Click yes and you can click on your name right there.”

(I had two Manila folders and a few sheets of paper as the physical componieat
visual technology)

“Yes, the directory appears and you then select our group folderNiext you will
set up your own folder, a sub-folder by clicking on the yellow itgmng your name,
then naming your document. If you forget the steps, | will always help you.”

“Can we do this today?”

“Yes you will.”
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“I will save the folder with my name - enter. Then | wilveadhe Word document with
the name Draftl.doc click enter. Now | will close the application.

If 1 were to go back to MS Word, click, click and I click on the wbiel then | click
on open — what will I look for first?”

Group: “Group folder then Wilson folder”

Wilson: “That is right, my folder with my work. And what do we see there?”

Group: “Draftl.doc”

Wilson: “Excellent. Are we okay. Do we need to practice or do you want taygtarg?”
(I clap my hands at the end of the demonstration)

Group: (the students start a rhythmic dance in their seats as they clapp&dhtnds in
response to me)We want to start typing.”

Wilson: “Remember, every time you come to the lab to work you will use the samputer.”

In this video segment, | instructed the students on MS Word™ functions in two steps.
The first step focused on identifying and opening the Word™ application either by double-
clicking on the available icon on the desktop or through the directory using the start blaéton. T
second set of functions worked within the open application. Prior to demonstrating arfumcti
explaining the steps, | introduced the elements of the technology environment andette cor
terminology. Once | demonstrated a function and explained the outcome, | would gghtir@u
second time using prompts to elicit verbal responses from the students and toadaafioring.
In a way, learning technology is abstract so the use of gestures to point te#meidentified
what | was taking about and possibly embedded it into their minds. | often looked &dhsi
and observed their body movements, which | interpreted as indicators of theitamdiegs In
response to their dispositions, | slowed down, sped up, or moved on. Their eyes were focused on
my gestures and me as | instructed the technology functions of MS Word. The poditen of
camera pointed toward the Smartboard™ and only captured Stewie’s eye gaze, bodgmhovem
and head nods at me. However, his focus, body position, and head nod are representative of the
other members who were eager to learn, signifying entrainment and soli8aridg the actions
of the other participants occurred off camera, | use Diagram 3.1 below taypiberseated

positions and describe their activities.



Diagram 3.1 CBRDG’s members seated position in the computer lab.

Wilson's seat — |
used prior to going
to the Smartboard.

(off camera) Danie to
Stewie’s left turned his
chair towards the
Smartboard. He nods
along while writing his
summary.

Stewie is position to my
immediate left and is

(off camera)KK to
the left of my empty
chair motions with her
hands, sways in her
chair and nods.

(off camera, Brock sits
forward and intently looks
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at me as | demonstrated
instructions on the
Smartboard.

focused on the
instruction and
demonstration.

Ms. Wilson
positioned at the
Smartboard and
instructing on MS
Word

Smartboard/ hard drive/ keyboard/ mouse

(off camera) Elliot
managing the camera
equipment

&m

a4

The teaching and learning of technology applications and correct terminology we
essential to creating the comic books. | did not want the experience of CBRD@lsensgo be
the same as in the traditional classroom. | did not want to be the teacher in frentleissroom
dispensing factoids. Rather, our learning field was filled with dialogue andgétiten with each
other in regard to technology. Therefore, | limited my time for instruction goldreations to
about three minutes. Afterwards, | allowed the students, individually or as a gragb,up and
explore the new functions at the Smartboard™. Empowering the students with freedoweto m
about, explore, and put into practice what they learned enhanced my observatios.dbilitie
discerned that they enjoyed interacting with technology and each othkevebay
instructional format created an eagerness within the students to stantdheiDuring the

second part, | had to demonstrate how to save and retrieve a document. Looking aemsed |
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excitement and impatience at the same time. The students were fidgeftngy shtheir seats,
and practicing typing on their desks. | asked if they wanted to come to the frontaticepor

get started. A resounding, “We want to start typing” was the response.

Contradictions — When Instruction Does Not Result in Respect

In the first two sessions, we discussed the rules of behaviorgtwarn practices,
interaction, and respect for each other. One aspect of CBRDG&tcprand interaction is
technology instructions. However, in the above vignette Figure 3-1lgDamjaged in writing
his summary while | instructed the group in MS Word. As a resulermhe approached the
Smartboard to practice the steps, Stewie coached him through thmsrfanat locating MS
Word, opening, and saving the document. In my teacher’s journal, | rechwlechy | felt. |
experienced a sense of disrespect, not only for myself, but altbhefather members of the
group. When | reviewed the video, | noticed my eyes looked in arcelitaction, to the left but
not at Stewie. | also realized that | often closed my eyé&safed with a sigh as | turned to look
at the others in the group or the Smartboard. After reviewingatss | figured out my reactions
were a sign of displeasure to Daniel's disrespecting us. | didamsider that while technology
driven instruction could be a richer learning experience for some in CBRDf&ht have bored

Daniel.

Interestingly, although Stewie coached Daniel with the steesstill needed further
assistance when students worked independently at their computers.dAashhitried, | am
always a teacher in CBRDG. Moreover, as a teacher, | canmtbhélcarry my classroom
expectations with me. In the traditional classroom, | must adttethe regulations of the

administration. My interaction with the school’'s schemas and rescaginue to shape the
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way that | teach. | acknowledged that, at times, clear, diteather-centered instruction is
required to target core concepts and skills development before sargetinent can occur. In
CBRDG, to target specific skills and knowledge, | presented teatahstruction in a direct,
teacher-controlled manner with clear expectations that viestwetbnt agency as secondary. In
this context, Skrtic (1995) argues that my teaching role isahattechnician who efficiently
organizes and presents knowledge and arranges environmental contingenaesrd and
punish desirable and undesirable responses. The students’ rolessive peceivers of factual
material and skill training under the conditions imposed by appropeatgronmental
contingencies. In this sense, if not careful, these procedures camdgeneralized to a wider
CBRDG classroom sociality, thus defining the ways knowledge ésepted, discussed,
processed, and valued. Being a teacher, | always want the best $twdents and, in CBRDG, |
also wanted each member to get the most out of our time togetiierletting them work at
their own pace. Therefore, | did not want to unduly influence them. ®thiminstruction of MS
Word, Daniel did not fully attend to the activities at the fronthwne, he wrote his summary
instead. | recall from my notes that the fact that Daniel ckmsgnore me during instructions

caused me to physically react.

Looking over the video segment, | found myself looking at Daniel setieres. Once |
realized what he was doing, my eyes and breathing sighs deactes disrespect toward the
group and me. Viewing the tape, | realized that | had carrietlatigional classroom ideals with
me into CBRDG. Although | did not verbalize my discontent, it was r@mpan my eyes and
breathing. The look was not one of contempt, but one of disappointmentizedealy non-
verbal reaction was a form of disciplinary reprimand. On one heg®ing my reactions to a

student who did not focus on the instruction helped me to be conscious ofureydctions. In



93

this way, my teacher identity was being reconstructed, and, fortyriaie other students did not
acknowledge my negative reactions to Daniel. This was evident Dherel approached the

Smartboard and Stewie helped him through MS Word.

Caveat: Technology and Learning Desire

Both, NCLB and IDEA view the integration of technology into educatien aa
revolutionary tool (IDEA, 2004). While in CBRDG the prospect of usimpnelogy to create a
comic book brought the students together, my experience with Damelndé&ates that it is
incapable of holding all students’ attention during my instruction. Ties put forth by
education policy indicates that technology might be magical andfdraretive. This is
deceptive because not all students will be charmed by technologg. <Dmall level, Stewie,
Brock, Elliot, and KK were fully engaged with technology, but Danielswot. Therefore,
technology and its use in the classroom might not be able to haldlatikers. | must keep in
mind that powerful technological unfolding is that of one personi(méBRDG) or a group

(policy makers) vision that might be embraced the same by other.

Teacher’s Cultural Identity Encourages Adaptive Learning Practices

In a video segment that followed scanning, importing, and shared drive instructions,
Stewie initiated a discussion with Brock to find out what he was doing and how he Wwag get
his project done. Brock was able to provide a series of descriptive answers aboutttetomns
of his comic book that involved technical and writing aspects together while using the proper
terminology. The information provided by Brock assisted Stewie in the techcallogi
construction of his comic book. Brock showed comfort and ease as he switched between MS

PowerPoint, Word, and the directory. Parts of the comic book were located in antidiea in
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the MS Office environment. In MS Word, Brock created his story summary anbahecter
descriptions. When he scanned his images, they were stored in a folder on the staoey. dire

He learned how to locate the directory and folder to import his images. The BowerP

application was used to construct all the components of his comic book. The images that follow
depict Brock engrossed in his work. Elliot managed the video camera and focused ¢& Brock
activity. | assume, out of curiosity, Stewie joined the observation and askddd®mat his

work. Elliot captured Stewie’s initial question to Brock. In turn, Brock respondedduyibieg

his comic book creation and the different technology application that were required.

Vignette Figure 3-2: Brock and Stewie (Time 2 minutes and 47 seconds)

Person Dialogue/Action

Brock:
(Brock is focused on his work. His

work is guided by the draft writing
found on the loose sheets of paper
located above his right hand.)

Stewie: “What you doing Brock?”

Brock: “Oh, hi Stewie.
Uhm, | am putting my comic together in the computer and | atingeeady
to get it all together in order.”

Stewie: “Is it hard? Is it hard?”

Brock: “Kind of ...”

Brock:

- (Brock is focused on the steps and functions Yet
he is able to describe all that is involved to construct his comic.)

“Right now, | am going through my images and getting the comic stuff | have,
the comic pages, and well pretty much | am putting them- | atty preich
using MS PP to do my comics and | am putting them in order so iadu@n
done putting them together | already have them in order right there.”
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Brock: “Okay, okay, well first | go to MS PP and | click tme page, or the slide.
Then | go to Brock images, | get the image that | am lookangaind when |
find it I click on it, | right click — select copy, go back teetslide, right click
on the slide, select paste, and my selection pops up.”

Brock: “To get the description | had to go to my thing whenrgdte the description.
They are not there right now because | cut them all out. Thehatitheyuy
ones which are still there. And | put them into the PowerPoint.”

The above transcript enabled me to see how my cultural identity manifested in the
production of Brock’s adaptive learning practices. In fact, Brock’s igechianged from being a
student learning technology to being a user of technology. As he describechiisook,

Brock also interweaved the names of technology applications and functions. Sinke Broc
focused on me during technology instructions, participated in dialogue discussions, doédpract
when possible, he was able to work independently. Going through the presentation of the
construction of his comic book in PowerPoint, Brock did not look up at the camera or at Stewie.
His eyes remained focused on his work. | realized his repeating of words amteesignified

his concentration on his work and a desire to identify each step correcitk IBad the

PowerPoint application open as he searched for his images on the shared diredi@yight,
Brock’s hand was on the mouse. Slightly above the mouse were his loose sheets aicpaper f
down. The papers were his story outline with images. They were face down bexucssdd

the images and imported them into PowerPoint. His left hand guided him by holding the pages
and pointing to the images to be retrieved. Brock had a series of head moves dstéotrae

his images. He either looked down and to his left at the image. Then he looked at théoscree
scroll through and match his many images. If he was unsure of the order, he picked up and
looked at the previously faced down sheet then back to images on the screen. Finalig, once
matched the images — paper to screen — Brock continued with the steps to imgbs it t
PowerPoint application. When Stewie asked him if what he was doing was hard, Broekeghsw

him honestly with, “Kind of.” As Brock continued, he demonstrated how to locate agesn
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from the shared directory and written summary and characters from MS Word.\&&ieed
Brock about his answer, he told me that figuring out how to work in multiple apphsaind
switching between them was difficult. As a teacher, reviewing thisasicer could see how
Brock efforts and diligence helped him to complete the various tasks.

As a result of the success of CBRDG'’s second session, any doubts that | had about
myself based upon the perspectives of traditional teachers who rejectedansebaicmy
alternative teaching status began to fade away. Being a member of CBRDE&hed me to see
how | am a valued teacher and an agent of change. | am able to facilttaiteglélarough
technology as outlined by the government policy in a field with students mdsssf needing
special education services. The creation of CBRDG setting made technologgnspartent as it
became part of the teaching and learning cycle. Technology faded into theobackas it has
become part of the students’ lives while in CBRDG. My hope is the technology psaetiacted
in CBRDG would become part of their daily school and home lives.

Through the Levels of Education

In this chapter, | examine the enactment of social life by studying akextical
relationships that exist between schema and practices and agency|stvitbtarearious fields
such as, my school, CBRDG, classroom, and also in the related fields of studewntsmgtda
all cases, | have a concern to understand how culture produced in one or more fields can

structures social life in other salient fields.

| reflected back to the first day | entered PS/MS South Bronx. | did not exgect t
school’s culture to play such a significant part in my work and role as a teachectiRg on
my journey to becoming a teacher, | am inclined to return to the opening words of George

Bernard Shaw about a reasonable person adapt to any environment. Becomingr heaged
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my identity as | assumed the role and responsibilities placed upon me by thengaven
embraced the macro level educational policy and eagerly integrated the techmalatptes
into my teaching and classroom activities. | did not realize that on the meip the school
field had a culture created by the dominant group, traditional teachers who oppabéatte
with technology. The teachers in my school considered me an outsider and dencagssyt@
the community. | recognized this experience as deceptive accessitoitsevidr, my changing
cultural identity enabled me to enact my new role as a teacher and do tjob Ipestsible. |
realized that opportunity must be provided to everyone, particularly students inaortiheamh to
learn how to interact effectively in any field. Just as | learned therewt my school,
CBRDG's special education students learned the culture of our field. | alzedaaat
regardless of how | entered the teaching field, | am a teacher. | tas jeSective as a

traditionally trained teacher.

For the members, CBRDG, led by a teaching fellow, became a socialfigbéae which
we could practice forms of conduct that would aid in our learning about our view of teghnolog
each other, and ourselves. Through the review of the data, | learned about my teachicespr
and myself. In vignette figure 3-1, during my instruction of MS Word to the group, | ddhieé
Daniel was not fully focused on me. | realized that my annoyance with him ovetlppethe
traditional classroom. The caveat is, technology is not magical and, althoygilitlyenandates
the use of technology in education is academically transformative, it mighe radile to
captivate all students’ attention. | also withessed the capital excflaagang technology from
each other and from me.), technology and individual practice (engaged with M& ®itiche
Smartboard), and cultural reproduction (Stewie coaching Daniel in MS Word oryndisra

group, we had to contend with the slow, faulty computer system in the lab thaingousis
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shut down. Brock enacted his agency and reminded everyone to always save their \mork. As
result, the group would periodically call out the same directives. By enactin@ GRirRactices,

they let a new culture re/construct their identities as students who tetizeology.

As a group, we engaged in dialogue discussion about technology and literacy it respec
to their comic books. During our dialogue sessions, we made it a pivotal point torlatubred
interest in each other’s work flourish through questions and comments. Stewiel ¢hizcte
practice when he inquired about Brock’s (vignette figure 3-2). Their interactiemsiero level
acts that could lead to participation in central aspects of the culture. Sgbgiicock and
Stewie’s actions can be seen as concrete demonstrations of cultural production and

transformation processes that can be replicated in the classroom.
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CHAPTER IV
THROUGH TWO DOORS OF EDUCATION:

Re/Production of Culture in the
Technology Comic Book Research Dialogue Group

Another way of saying this is that a new technoltagnds to favor
some groups of people and harms other groups. Steehers,
for example, will, in the long run, probably be reambsolete by
television, as blacksmiths were made obsolete &wathiomobile,
as balladeers were made obsolete by the printiegspr
Technological change, in other words, always resalivinners
and loserg¢Neil Postman, 1998

Personal Reflection — The First Meeting

| remember sitting anxiously in my hot, cramped office at my oversized delskd) at
my monitor trying to finish the six-week project schedule for the comic bookrobsdialogue
group (CBRDG), when | noticed it was time to leave. As two copies of thedeherinted (one
for myself and the second for the lab teacher), | re-checked the packageldhatd to take to
the lab for the following: handheld video recorder, batteries, work folder, pengés, galored
pencils, storage media, and a copy of a comic book. When | contemplated how to teach this
group the various technological applications in conjunction with literacy to build & ok, |
decided that a progressive timeline with teaching points might be thempustant ingredient.
My detailed schedule included meeting days and times as well as mytios@uplans for
introducing and teaching five new technology applications and for providing writirgg ti
review, and discussion. Happily, everything was there and | was finally. i®&pling the
sheets of the schedules together gave me a moment to recall the diifi¢tiftng to convene

the disjointed participants into a functioning group. | grabbed a cold bottle offrcatemy

10 This is an excerpt from Neil Postman speech t&#enan Informatics Society (Gesellschaft fuer Imfatik) on October 11,
1990 in Stuttgart, sponsored by IBM-Germatmyp://www.frostbytes.com/~jimf/informing.htm
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fridge and closed all applications at the same time. | picked up my keys, syt wibnitor, the
light, closed and locked the door with a final thought, “This is a lot of work. Could these kids
handle it?”

On my way to meet the students, | continued thinking about the labor behind this small
six-week research group. | reflected upon the initial challenge tfigeipproval to conduct
research from the Graduate Center, New York City Department of Education, gmohéigals
from two different schools. Not wanting any trouble down the line, | also seqopeadval to use
the computer lab, remove the students from the cafeteria, bring the students tophectah,
and walk the students to the lab during their lunch session. However, the biggestiobstruc
manifested itself before the first session.

| found out that the five participants who signed up for the project did not have lunch at
the same time. Although all are in the sixth grade, they are in differemaélkspéucation program
settings. As a result, they are segregated from each other throughout the schobfigay. A
students are on District 75’s (D75) (see Glossary) roster, but attenéwlifézlucational
programs. Stewie and Brock are educated with general education studentsaihBikiot are
in a collaborative team teaching class (CTT), and KayKae or KK is@lfaontained class. All
but KK are integrated into the general education population. | quickly realized how sciwr@ma
used to separate students within the school building. Walls create sections ofdime laundl
security personnel monitor entry into each section; however, schemasaatteeaihvisible
barriers used to categorize students by academic ability,fglaggilents according to type of
disability, and limit fraternization between students with and without digabilFFor example,
the lunch schedules of the general education students and the self-contained divisidoyare of

15-minutes. Fortunately, | was able to work out a partnership that allowed KkKdgphani lunch
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to the lab. As | worked to create a common time for the participants to me&tizéd that these
students face hegemonic forces in school that inhibit their individual approachemsliaiage
learning, and expanding agency.

Walking towards the elevator, | passed the main office to notify school persbongl a
my whereabouts for the next 50-minutes. Considering that | am a spezaaltyet without a
physical class, classroom, and my lunch schedule that varies, | have foundsanetealways
tell someone where | will be. It just kills talk and curiosity. At this school, tharg set up in a
way to appear as if rules are enforced. There are many big men wandehafislaead
guestioning students about where they should be. Thus, my participants could not leave the
cafeteria unescorted or without a pass. | wondered if the young partcipara still interested
in being part of this group or even remembered the arrangements. The elevatopdoers |
entered, pushed the first floor button, and watched the doors close while | noticed the sounds of
quiet. | thought — you can always tell when it is lunchtime.

The elevator doors opened hesitantly on the main floor as if giving me a chanceg® chan
my mind and return to the serenity of the fourth floor. Pressing on almost medigahieas
greeted by the din of children’s voices, adults screaming demands, and stonoeisigusd
sneakers against the hard cement floors. Having assured my partitigamtsould be in the
cafeteria at 11:00, | walked through the doors and counted only four pairs of eyesignx
searching for me. Daniel was absent from school this day. Elliot, KK, Brock, amikeSt
immediately retrieved their personal items and hurriedly advanced toward&enjourneyed to
the computer lab on the fourth floor.

Closing the doors to general education, special education, teachers, students, and

administration was symbolic. This was our lunch hour, our time unobstructed by thandles
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policies of the schools. It was euphoric. Sitting in the computer lab, my first thougtgghat |
did not want these sessions to feel like a typical classroom with testoldent instruction, or a
computer instruction class, or a group without fundamental rules to govern our behawses. T
thoughts were met with secondary thoughts about my ability to integrate teabalbyog
mediated instruction. | wanted my instructions to be coherent, logical, andiblecesinice we
were not in a formal classroom, | needed to put my overbearing and impatoérrtealture in
the background. As a special education teacher, | worked in self-containedartassvith

unruly, difficult children. There were times when | had to manifest a staunchtjempand no
nonsense disposition to get the kids to work. Over time, | relaxed because the onceelisrupti
children began to learn and work. In the eyes of administration, they became “ntodetits.
Although the persona worked, | did not like it and | did not want my teacher culture to overflow
into our group. | did not want the participants to have a negative experience i@lated t
technology. | wanted openness, flexibility, and respect for each other and éguipenent, as
well as an enhanced ability to learn from each other’s culture and towesilare can be
reproduced in an environment unlike our classrooms. It was also important that weéamaders
the research group as a fiele created and defined—a field in which we all could feel
comfortable, free, and without pressure to discuss our work, enabling us to understasttierac

and take the learning back to our respective classrooms.

Navigating School’s Structure and Capitalizing on Porous Boundaries

In schools, structure can take many forms such as language, posturinggyestd
power structures (Sewell, 1992).The internal structure of my school, PS/MS Sonit) Br
primarily defined by the external culture of the South Bronx community. édlesits and almost

all of the teaching and general staff (e.g., parent coordinators,asesetafeteria workers,
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office aids, security guards, and paraprofessionals) live in the surroundimgcionve housing
or projects of the South Bronx. The hegemony of the South Bronx’s community life has
encouraged the school’s students and staff to incorporate more localized behaeats &spe
gestures) that differ from the traditional school culture. Utilizing S&n@l992) notion of the
“weakness of boundaries” that contains sets of mutually sustaining schemasandeas which
empower and constrain social action, | highlight two examples of culturaigeattat are
distinct to the neighborhood and overlap within the school—slang language atipgre@ised
as ways to distinguish between the Black community and White school cultuckspter 2 of
“Metropedagogy—Power, Justice and the Urban Classro¢2006), Ainsworth discussed the
characteristics of the neighborhood (family, community) and their impact on thatiedat
environment. He highlighted Wilson, and American sociologist who indicated that
neighborhoods influence and shape the youths who are exposed to it. According to Wilson,
neighborhoods with role models who are successful (educated, gainfully emplaiézidsily
routine, personal responsibility) foster an attitude of success toward edudghile in
communities with residents who do not work, children “are likely to become conflicteddret
mainstream ideological imperatives and structural constraints” (p. 56joit) shildren replicate
the cultures found in their neighborhoods. (In the following section, | isolate |amguag

greeting because the adults in the school interact with the students in theaanes.)

Language and Greeting

The structure of language takes many forms. Language can be writtezadndpoken
and heard in ways that reflect different meanings and different relafsnshsocial groups
(Kincheloe, 1997). Language unconsciously shapes people’s dispositions. For example, it is

customary in America for people who meet for the first time to extendghehand for a shake
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followed by a verbal introduction. In my school, however, students and teachers std&kenta
way that involves rotation of the hands and a pseudo embrace in which the right stioulders
and the free left hand and arm tap the shoulder and lower back of the other. Thedarsguiag
during this greeting is slang such as “What's up?” “Yo,” and “My nigger.” | ludogerved that
aspects of gang-related communication (such as hand gestures, colorsdamatsggradually
increase with the grade level and age of the students. The first tirmeetmdgers of CBRDG
met, they exchanged a close-fisted greeting followed by the words, "8Nip&’ It was
interesting to watch. When | picked up the students from the cafeteria, | toldvevould

have introductions in the lab. After they put their personal items down, we mdtdteaThey

all engaged in the same exchange when introduced. Each student took turns extending his or her
right arms with a closed fist at the end. After the knuckles touched, both individueddedtand
ended with a two finger peace sign. | was more amazed when KK, a girl, engdygsdjnedting
with the boys. In a sense, the common greeting and slang among the sttadeatgood way to
convene as a group. Away from their respective educational settings, thessampadred to
adopt a hybridized identity as a way of dealing with the pervasive White, naidskehegemony

found in schools.

PS/MS South Bronx

The neighborhood of PS/MS South Bronx is home to high poverty, crime, teen
pregnancy, gang activity, and drugs. The school building has four floors plus a balexsle
and is home to four different schools ranging from elementary to high school. Theaois t
D75 school of self-contained K-8 grades students. The third floor and part of the secoaudfl
designated for a middle school. The other half of the second floor is allotted foll ansadée

school that specializes in collaborative team teaching for D75 students.sEli®dir is home to
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the high school, cafeteria, gymnasium, custodial office, and other administffices. All
students in the CBRDG are D75 students. Four students are from the small middle sdm®ol on t

second floor and one is from the fourth floor self-contained division.

Each school is represented by a different set of schemas in the form of pobdes of
behavior, uniform colors, grade levels, and educational settings specifietvitsnment. The
fourth floor is D75 self-contained division for students who have been classifiecbasreatty
disturbed, learning disabled, and multiply handicapped. The reason for placing thesstndent
the top level is to prevent easy access to the multiple exits on the first flodre @muith floor,
there are five exits and an elevator bank which requires a key to access. Joa #xé floor are
secured as follows: 1) locking the entry doors of the two stairwells on theds#cor 2)
strategically positioning classes with alternate assessmenhtfdéose behaviors are
generally less problematic at those exits, 3) assigning three addmialeaparaprofessionals to
sit at the exits. Although the fourth floor has a very negative stigmagitaigains both
valuable and invaluable resources (Sewell, 1992). For example, the fourth flgdrysasl and
human capital that the other schools do not have — a dedicated nurse’s station (requivgd by la
with three registered nurses, a computer laboratory, a knowledgeable techeatdgyrtand a
large empty classroom that is often converted into a media room. Interestuiegbyhér schools
must share one library which has only a few computer workstations. The capitafoarthe
floor often entices the teaching staff and administration from the other s¢thaatisract with
my school’s personnel. The schools’ culture clearly speaks to separatiaff tiatupholds
segregation of students. The physical space is representative of the amenpaited psyche of

educators who function there.
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The School’s Culture and Symbolic Capital

The segmented nature of schooling often stunts the development of healthyglearnin
communities for students. Skrtic (1995) argues that there are many problematadswith this
structure. It distorts how educators view schooling. For example, one building divided to house
four schools (each with its own culture, power structure, and policies) isoladesst in
different schools from each other. These different schools can be consideredaasing fields
because they all embody the same characteristics of the surrounding comyaanihere exists
a great disconnection between them. Staff personnel in the general educationettthgsl s
interact (luncheons, parties, student sporting events) among each other, ithsotselves
from the self-contained D75 division. A school structure that segregates anelsistlatents
will not meet the needs of children considered different based on their acadelieitgesadue
to a disability (Skrtic, 1995). Although these schools have many common traits lnted t
community (such as, demographics, poverty, crime, gang activity, drugs), thenerar
negative stereotypes associated with the field of special education. Theabtbels’ students,
staff, teachers, and administration have a very sour opinion about the fourth flook.thehi
negative way that students labeled with a disability are positioned as a fdeaoeptive
accessibility. Outside the school, the students and staff are regular esid€hé South Bronx,
but inside the school things change. The hegemonic group in this school is the genatalreduc
division and, although the student and staffs’ community and external culture bound them
together, in the educational setting, the pervasive White middle class steeduegates
students. Additionally, the dominant group is permitted based on the classificatioutiioize

the less powerful group.
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In school, the general education staff never refers to the D75 students by éhefriben
school. They are called “the students fribrat fourth floor.” According to Bourdieu (1977), a
field is the site of struggle for power between the dominant and subordinate dlagisisssense,
the dominant class in the building is general education. A field is structurée ppwer,
capital, and position of players in the field. In turn, the cultural capital tohtgayer brings to
a social field can be converted into symbolic capital only if that field vakdatd acknowledges
that cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1990). It is within the field that legitimaayonferred or
withdrawn in the form of symbolic capital because capital does not exist anafuextept in
relation to a field. Practices and symbols of culture are informed by structuaalialectical
relationship (Sewell, 1999a). Structures are resources and include scHemefeaed to as
rules, procedures, or ideas that can either empower or constrain socialladtions. The

dominant schema circulating in the school culture is achievement, high scgresles.

The school system promotes the notion of homogeneity, which substantiates the use of
standardized testing without regard to the disability of the students or diffeags in which
students accumulate knowledge (Skrtic, 1995). In my experience, students in tgatsegself-
contained setting are not as likely to internalize the idealized testtltgnt discourse of
intrinsic motivation and rewards, yet some may. In contrast, generaltiedustaidents more
readily compete to accumulate capital in the form, for example, of good gaagiasls, and
recognition as a model student. The strategies of domination developed by thoseoln{swetir
as, policymakers, administrators, and teachers) therefore tend to becoms&ngbretrect or
indirect and adopted by the students. In this sense, culture is both a system of sgchbols a

meanings and a system of practices (Sewell, 1999a). In other words, asce pralture
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comprises the activities that include conscious actions, power relationshipslestopggsition,

and change.

In my special education division, its culture and practical activitieharsame as the
general education school. However, because the students are classifiediasadly disturbed
or learning disabled, the curriculum and teaching is modified. In addition, dwesteefrt
behavioral issues, the disciplinary structure is more stringent. When individgalgesin
particular cultural practices, they use cultural symbols to accomplishytheds. The symbols
have specific meanings based on their relationships with the symbols that azatithi¢he
field. In my school, symbols associated with crisis (the crisis intaoretgacher, the crisis
classroom, and discipline practices) take the form of a male figure, pogtetisted rules, and
a token economy system designed to curtail negative behaviors and increasiebabsiveors.

In theory, a male crisis intervention teacher and a crisis inteoverdom are beneficial because
there are times when it is necessary to remove an unruly, physicallethngastudent from

class to prevent injury to other students, the teacher, or himself or herself,desdfoction of
school property. On one hand, the crisis intervention teacher and the removal of disruptive
students symbolizes safety and reassurance to the classroom éeachkerdents and serves as a
type of capital for the school administration. On the other hand, if physicain¢strused to
subdue an out of control student and injury to the student occurs, the position, gender, and
intervention used by the crisis intervention teacher are questioned. Astathestgmoval

methods and the crisis teacher have symbolically changed from a positive tdigeneg
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Students Navigate Fields

In order to be regular participants in the CBRDG, Brock, Elliot, Daniel, aawli&must
physically, mentally, and emotionally leave the comforts of their geadugation environment
to enter the computer lab located in the self-contained division on the fourth floor. éfpwev
they retain the cultural identity developed in the general education envirorsneell as their
opinions about the self-contained division. Although these students were previously in self
contained classes and are still registered on the D75 roster, they understauthéhef their
new setting as a class-privilege position that comes with their assoasiath general education
students—a form of symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1990). There is a strong relationsigebe
being educated in a general education class and how they value and see tkeffitseD&5
students in general education classes have found ways to accumulate thedeich#sari@ their
advantage (Bourdieu, 1977). | have noticed that Brock and Stewie have made a consaeus choi
to disassociate from D75 and have thus gained the symbolic institutionalizedses being
considered good role models. Their desire not to be identified as “speciai@uus@atidents or
classified as part of D75 is a clear formhabitus(Bourdieu, 1990). Habitus is the process by
which an individual’s goals, interests, and position are defined based on a setctditexpeand

understandings acquired through experiences that have shaped them.

CBRDG's Capital: Bridges Structure and Agency

When the students and | convened for the CBRDG, we divorced ourselves from our
respective schools to create a new field. We transformed the computer lab intes desnnéng
community. Through the collaborations with teachers from another school, the student

participants are able to gain access to new resources, thus enabling thenalieecapithe
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porous boundaries of fields. The CBRDG can be viewed as a field in which the students
classified as needing special education services can increase theyr @gmell, 1992). | hoped
that the students newly enacted culture and practices might possibly trarsfcocial
structures that hold them and sustain their oppression by a dominant general edultatsntc
was my perception that these students’ lack of exposure to technology resutteddir
teachers’ inadequate technology skills and unwillingness to integratetegi into the
curriculum. The students and most teachers are products of the surrounding ectnomical
depressed South Bronx where the use of up-to-date technology as an academig hablbaa
typical within their families. The teachers in my school, who are unwilling¢orbe part of a
computer training community, might be limiting their chances to transfoemteaching and

classroom practices.

CRBDG'’s Learning Structure

Schooling and learning is predicated on the claim that knowledge can be
decontextualized (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Yet schools are social institutionsazed pf
learning that constitute specific socio-cultural contexts. The purpose iattorgd\CBRDG as a
learning community was to empower all members to utilize their own cultndesrwledge
while creating a space for inter-transfer of cultures. By introducirtgcipaants to a different
teacher and other students with particular knowledges’s, other ways of leamdngultures, it
was my hope that ideas and experiences would be reproduced and transferred back to the
participants’ home schools as a means of resistance to the pre-existirgsivepaad isolated
culture. As the teacher and skilled user of technology, my roles in CBRDGrastimisand
participant enabled me to teach and learn about the novices in the field. Lave and (A29je

view learning as a trajectory of development that leads to competencgttlarpuocess of
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guided patrticipation in which newcomers participate in attenuated ways praitteces of a

particular community—also referred to as legitimate peripheral pzation.

CBRDG, a learning community for the acquisition of skills in writing antdnetogy,
does not automatically resolve cultural conflicts that arise from nawyghte various
perceptions of how students learn in each of the schools within this one buildingll Qer
educational institution views learning as a process that is separaterfedsndentity and
community. Lave and Wenger (1991) believe learning is a situated activity indaaiakc
practices of a community and is a relationship between newcomers and old ltiaensng
always involves the construction of identities and those identities changatiarréb the
communities of practice in which we learn. Based on my teaching experidratieve that kids,
unlike adults, are more amendable to using technology. They lack the fear of looking sill
odd. In my school, students walk around with various technology devices, such as mobile
phones, PSPs™, Sidekicks™, and handheld video games. However, | also notice that when
students learn to use technology in ways not related to academic function, theyiraggpedble
of transferring these skills to the academic arena (Wenger, 1999). Mgrebaee observed that
students associate technology in school with dull, uninteresting, boring content. tBeséor
students, using the computer is not equated with enjoyable academic pursuits. Sdetiie
dexterity and basic knowledge needed to use technology gaming devicesrbubst about

how to use those skills for academic work.

The introduction of a new community of practice with its own culture created
opportunities for cultural transfer. In the CBRDG, technology was the todlimseir practices.
As the teacher with technology knowledge and skill, | hoped my practices edpgarde

students’ agency to collaborate with each other. Through the agency affordechin thede
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students labeled as emotionally disturbed felt co-responsibility for CBRBXGransformed into
a desire to collaborate and help each other. They are afforded new visionsioitipes within

their classroom and home.

CRBDG Defined by Agency

As the teacher with technology knowledge and skills in CBRDG, | moved within the
different fields to facilitate learning in the group, thereby enabled#rabers to produce new
culture that can be taken back to their classrooms. | am the link within the neldGiB#d
that bridged the gap between the students and their respective schools. Thebemefiewly
formed community is the sharing and exchanging of knowledge and cultures. In stidehts
who learn differently are often classified and segregated within ‘@pseittings. In CBRDG,
each member exerts his or her agency that is shaped by and simultaneously&hsipactures
and culture of our group. The ability of an individual to exert direction over soti@hsaa@and
interactions (Sewell, 1992), or agency, is crucial to defining and interrupgngproduction of
social stratification in our educational system. In other words, when schowilsés are
removed and individuals have the agency to freely collaborate with others without labels
prejudgment, or oppressive circumstances, they come to a new understanding fithea
based on acquired schemas and skills. The students also learned about ssidesities, and

interests that they had in common.

Inside the Doors of CBRDG

The CBRDG had six scheduled meetings in which | introduced a new aspect of
technology and writing to their projects. All students were excited abouing ¢aeir own

comic books. Our time in the lab was designed for sharing stories and ideasglétracy and
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technology, and interacting with each other and technology devices. | stressbhditHavels of
participation were voluntary and not subject to my grading or judgment. To ensure wiealoul
have a great experience, certain parameters had to be set. At the begfitinénfyst meeting, |
went over how the group meetings would function very differently from a redaksroom. For
example, the students were not being graded on their work. Their participationntgawpband
they could do as much as little work as they desired. While the students did not hase to rai
their hands to comment or speak, they did have to respect the individual speaker.dn,additi
students had freedom to move about and explore their environment. | explained that whale we a
in the computer lab we must respect each other. | think my comments liberatedatimetimefr
feelings of traditional teacher driven rules. | believe, the first fémutas that were dedicated to
describing CBRDG's general and non-oppressive rules helped the students bedionateaicto
the new field environment and to engage in discussion without the rigid rules ofraatass
What was typical at the onset of the meeting was the usual attention to ladatited to work
with the students and slowly remove myself from the group so they could hone their tew skKil
while learning from each other. The structure of the comic book took three themsriting
aspect, the use of technology to construct the comic book, and the dialogue exchange. The
activities include discussing ideas for their comic books and developingdbas, learning and
using the writing format, applying literacy skills, working independeauigt as a team,
evaluating each other’s work, utilizing technology as a tool to complete thedy avat

presenting the finished story and product to the group.

Teacher as Member as Researcher

The first week working with the members of CBRDG proved to be challenging. Afte

navigating through the two schools, the lunchroom, security, and administration teerttae



114

students, | felt frustrated and somewhat like the students labeled aggresstiral education
services. For example, we were frequently stopped by security with questions@about
destination or the use of the elevator. My interaction with security caused totteks notice of
our movement. Although we were not having a teaching and learning session as ial a form
classroom, it was necessary to establish some rules and our positions in thechéwndidl
three intertwining positions - teacher, group member, and researcheredhart | view
students as learning from didactic exposure and | see myself as tgstcatthe classroom
(hooks, 1994). | adhere closely to hooks’ belief that to educate, as the practicdanfresea
way of teaching that anyone can learn. According to hooks, to learn ideas thatgesatissset
values and beliefs is risky. However, as a teacher, she and | see teadHe®y@ng as a way
for students and teachers to reinvent ourselves and potentially changeesru&livays a
teacher, | could not relinquish my position as the bearer of knowledge and skills. | held the
responsibility of directing the learning in this group and helping them to ntasterological
literacy skills. Leading the group is crucial as | helped the novice studemtsdgmuate
confidence and then expertise with integrating technology skills into theimgvkiowledge to
complete their comic book project. | believe the students’ learning would corasteéikheld
the vocation of teaching as sacred. In other words, | strongly believe¢habtogy, when
integrated properly, can transform the teaching and learning experierah the teacher and
students. Instructing in CBRDG is more than showing up and dispensing informatias. In t
sense, | am assisting and sharing in the intellectual growth of each m@mbles, 1994). My
presence as a group member during the open dialogue sessions was intended to help the students
relax and create a level of equality. | shared in the discussions by tetiiieg s well as by

asking and answering questions. However, my added role as researchdrwasgoart of the
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group dynamics as well as an observer. | found it necessary to remove noyseli¢ equation,

thus permitting the student members room to develop skills, enact new culture, androlesnge

Week 1: Literacy and Technology Overview

After the CBRGD field rules and roles were defined, we commenced withaloguie
about why we were in this group — approximately four minutes into the recordimgalked
and asked questions, | noticed that the students were either slightly nervousfbbpihe
cameras. | tried to ease their fears by saying, “You will forget tiethere once we start
talking.” | also told them if they felt uncomfortable, they could position tlegtsswith their

backs to the camera.

| facilitated the dialogue to get the members to talk about their ideasprgiaind
feelings. The segment below reflects the discussion about the studentgdstlpits and
writing format for their comics. We revisited the writing elements @beysncluding a
summary, characters, title, setting, moods, issue, and conclusion. We talked abdé hamnt
idea is expanded into a story by structuring it into three parts — the beginningg,raiutdi
conclusion. The beginning introduces the theme of the story and issue(s), the miaksts fot
the characters and problems, and the conclusion details how issues are resalyaged the
student members in the discussion through questions that enabled them to recall pteatderow
about the important elements of a story. Then the students had quiet time to wriertheir

book summaries.

The vignette below, about the writing session, is split into two distinct intexti\parts —
dialogue and images. The dialogue described the group dynamics and interautiated the

discussion and encouraged the students to share their comic book story ideas.d #malyze
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video to identify their interests in each other, individual behaviors, and reactions.llThe sti
images from the video vignette captured events during the writing componenivdl aealyses

of this one vignette demonstrated the effects of participation in the group.

Vignette Figure 4-1: The Dialogue Session - (Time: 2 min. 18 sec.)

At the beginning of the dialogue session, | was the focal point. As | initiated the
discussion Brock, KK, and Stewie listened and participated at the appropriate op€hengaly
student without consent to be video or audio taped was Elliot. Thus, Elliot, under Mr. O’s
supervision, was in charge of the video equipment. The layout of the room dictated whate we s
In the earlier tapings, we often had to adjust our seating in order to captumtic/pguas on
film. In addition, Elliot chose to videotape while standing in front of the dassoor, so there
are sections of the videotape that are jumpy, unclear, and muddled with other voibhedoAt t
minutes and eight seconds mark, | prompted the group with a questiomdtadwuiould take
place over the six-week session. This shifted the conversation into a new directione3ti@nqu
created a space for the participants to share their thoughts. As | spoke audnshiéittention
between the individuals, there were a lot of hand gestures, head nods, body movements,
laughing, and eye gazes. Throughout the exchange, Brock and Stewie displayefl signs
synchrony in body orientation, eye gazes, head nods, hand gestures, anticipatdryasuok

verbal utterances.

Time Speaker Event/Dialogue Text

04:08 Wilson: “It is an open discussion group about what we are going to do
over the next six weeks.

What are going to do over the next six weeks?”

04:14 Brock: “Create a comicgjts with his right leg on his left rocking. His
right arm is on the desk and his left is braced on the chair as he
looks directly at me while | address the group.)

04:15 Wilson: (Stewie also very attentive has his right arm rested on the desk,



04:41
04:42

04:43

04:46
04:47

04:57

04:58

05:26

05:30

05:32

Brock:
KK:

Wilson:

KK:

Wilson:

KK:

Wilson:

Brock:

Wilson:

Brock:
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his left arm on his lap, and is swinging his legs.)

“Yeah, we are going to make comic books using technology. So
in our group discussions we are going to talk about what we are
doing as far as the writing process is concerned. We are going to
talk about our stories.”

(looking directly at Brock I ask a question while using my left
hand to point to KK)

“So, let's say, you Brock are sharing your story right — would you
like KK over here to talk while you are telling us your story —
would that be polite, KK?”

(I turn my attention to KK and Stewie)

(Shakes his head while sayirgho.”

(Giggles, moves her shoulders and quis#id)

“no."

(Using my left hand I gesture for KK to speak up. Stewie and |
giggle along with her. Brock shifts in his seat. His body is now
positioned to face me.)

“You have to speak up a little bit, they can not hear you. K, would
it be polite to speak while he is sharing? ...

(As | repeat the question KK answers yeah right away without
fully comprehending the words)

“Yeah.”

“Is it polite?”(My tone changed to imply a questionable answer in
hopes that she would catch on. KK covers her mouth)

(Realizing K did not understand the question | rephrased it using
myself, hand gestures, and facial expressions as she looks at me.)
“If you are sharing your story, would you want me to get up and
walk away and do other things?”

“No.”

(repeat — NO)

“So it is all about respecting one another while we are in this
space. Same as if Mr. O. is telling us something that is important.
We have to listen carefully to what he is saying.”

(I turn my head to look at each student and they shake their heads
to my statement.)

“So, the first thing we talked about was the main idea of the story.
What book do you think you want to create?”

“Ninja.”

(I turn to Brock)

(Stewie folds his hands in front of him and continues looking and
listening to Brock while KK shakes her head and gestures two
peace signs to the camera)

“A Ninja book? Okay, what about the ninjas, what do you think
they will do?”

“Battle for world peace.”
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05:34 Wilson: “Battle for world peace. That is a good topic right there.”
(Stewie and | are looking at Brock. KK looks at Stewie and give
the peace signs again to the camera followed by quiet giggle)

05:38 Brock: “In Tokyo.”

05:39 Wilson: “In Tokyo, why not New York?”

05:41 Brock: “cause ninja’s are not in New York,”
(Brock points to the ceiling then bangs on the table to make a
point)

“they belong in Tokyo, Japan or in China.”

(meanwhile KK is making faces and signs at the camera)
05:49 Wilson: [I repeat Brock’s words as | turn to look at KK and Stewie]

“Tokyo, Japan, and China.”

(I ask KK the same question and all faces are focused on her)

“What do you think you would like to do?”

(KK shrugs her shoulders, giggles, and covers her mouth.)

“ Asking the question in a different way.”

(KK giggles again. Brock slaps his forehead in frustration)
6:00 Stewie: (Stewie speaks softly in place of KK. I look at him.)

“I think a kid that gets sucked into TV”

(KK turns to look at him then at me as | ask Stewie to repeat)

06:02 Wilson: “Say it one more time. No, say it one more time. | did not hear
you.”
(KK clamps her mouth to stop from laughing)

06:05 Stewie: (I lean forward to hear Stewie speak)
“A kid that goes into the TV world.”

06:10 Wilson: “Oh, okay fantasy that is interesting. What would he do in the TV,

what would he do there?”
(Brock points at Stewie then make Ninja gestures and sounds.
Then points to his right temple, shakes his as if telling Stewie

“good idea”)
06:17 Brock: (Brock asks me the question)
“Does he mean like surfing through the channels?”
06:18 Wilson: (I turn to Brock and gesture with my hands telling him)
“You could ask him.”
06:22 Brock: “Will he surf through the channels?”
06:24 Stewie: (Laughs and puts his head down. Brock also laughs and puts his
head down)

After reviewing the data several times, the activity and actions of thdere became
clearer. At the beginning, Brock, Stewie, and KK’s shyness was conveyed throumgydiseand
body movement. (Daniel was absent from school and missed the first meetingeyéseand
attention were focused on me. Brock, Stewie, and KK’s body movements includdohfidge

swaying legs, and KK’s hands folded and unfolded as she played with her hair. By thehend of t
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discussion, it was evident that Brock, Stewie, and | experienced solidarity. Thmavwaularly
evident in the amount of activity displayed by them. Once they loosened up, the catedra f
into the background for Brock and Stewie. KK, however, began playing with theacamaking
peace signs and smiling faces. Throughout the group interaction Brock, Stewie, apelsmy
connected and shifted to look at the individual who spoke. Their facial expressions clnanged i
reaction to the words | spoke. The most important common indicator of entrainmentaluring
dialogue was Bock and Stewie’s eye-gazes. By the end of the conversatidnaBidstewie
showed significantly more movement that demonstrated entrainment. Throughaatuihe g
interactions, KK displayed movements that were different from Stewie aootk.BNVhile Brock
and Stewie’s movements were in sync with the conversation, KK’'s movememts wer
independent and more of a show for the camera. KK fidgeted with her hands and constantly
brushed her hair behind the ears or pulled it to the sides of her face. At four rhftyseaght
seconds into the exchange, | initiated the discussion about the comic books. Brock ietynediat
took advantage of a turn-taking opportunity indicated by my eye contact with the group. He
zeroed in the focus of the discussion by stating his story idea. When Brock shatedyhidea
with the group, KK looked at me, then Stewie, and back at me. | realized she atden¢ion

from Stewie as she displayed peace gestures to the camera. Howevier c8igvued to focus

on Brock. KK’s playfulness with the camera interrupted her attention and grougpaeidn.

The time she spent playing with the camera manifested in her inability to shamrhe book
story idea with the group. When she was asked to share, she became shy arasssab&rock
noticed KK’s behaviors while he shared his story outline. When she displayedsityne

response to the question, Brock showed verbal and physical annoyance and didmeasure
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sighing and rolling his eyes to her previous playfulness. The second time | egptimagjuestion

to KK, Brock slapped his forehead in disbelief.

Not wanting to amplify KK’s embarrassment, | focused the attention on Stévaie
spoke softly at first. Brock and KK gave Stewie their focused attentiobrikfey introduced his
comic book story idea. Stewie’s volume was low the first time and | asked theguesecond
time. Brock also demonstrated mutual focus by initiating a question to Stewie aboafrtc.
Brock, very interested in his peer, asked me a question about Stewie’s topliceldree wanted
me to re-direct his question to Stewie. Since it was not my idea, thought, or comitg hot
provide an answer nor did | want to reinterpret Brock’s question. Instead, | told sk the
guestion directly. When Brock asked the question, Stewie became a littlatehgstingly, |
asked Stewie the same question a second time and he was comfortable amsedountgvhen
his peer showed interest, he became shy. As a teacher, | am accustomed ® ethdent
becoming shy or pretending to be shy when not wanting to or not knowing how to answer. | was
awakened to the fact that when students are in a mixed setting with a teachscussdiain they
prefer to have inquiries made by the teacher, rather than their peatzdd¢he formal
classroom teacher-student/question-answer repartee could overflow IRD&HB he open
dialogue format described at the beginning where peers can offer one anothgrisnigueign
to these students. However, Brock did not shy away from asking Stewie themubstieby

demonstrating the promise of the new format for CBRDG.

When Brock and Stewie shared the ideas about their comic books, they did more than
illustrate the inspiration for each other’s idea. They also connected #sadd imagination to
the group members’ non-special education labels. During the dialogue sBxaokyand Stewie

were no longer stigmatized by their disability classification or edueatsetting. They were just
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kids with common interests. In fact, since we all viewed each other as indsyicather than the
prescribed descriptions (disabled, special education, minority, teachedgatdy external

structures (schools, classrooms, policy), the group’s cultural identitydtmgti Brock, Stewie,

and | smiled and laughed not only during the comic book description, but also when | laughed at
myself. Taking advantage of the tone that had been set in motion, Brock heightened tree group’
positive energy into effervescence by sharing a little detail about hig.cBynthe end of the
discussion, Brock and Stewie’s comic ideas had inspired us. This resulted iméiérae

contributing information about their comics. The group’s collective positive emotoead)y,

solidarity, shared identity, and the production of new culture became evident.

Vignette Figure 4-1: The Writing Component (Week 1)

The interactive dialogue about the comic book ideas provided the introduction to the
summary writing component. It was paramount to the writing project for menwkeasve an
idea about their comics and to share those ideas with the group. During thg segment, |
made a noteworthy observation about an interaction between KK and mypelit bgyreat deal
of time assisting KK with her writing (i.e., idea development, grammar, patich, and
spelling) while Stewie and Brock worked independently. The image below apirek, KK,
and Stewie in writing mode and fully engaged in the creation of their stories. ddrelsmage
isolates KK as requesting help from me. Brock and Stewie, the D75 studentsedce abl
commence their project on their own. However, KK, a D75 self-contained student, trastyliff
starting, following through, and finishing without my help. I believe her reliancany adult is
part of being in the self-contained classroom. Particularly, in self-contenri@cb there are less
students and additional adult staff support. Some of the activities that are now parsif-t

contained classroom culture include the staff being motherly, overly frientlgiiae, and
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doing the work for the student. | walk around the small tables to observe the studints. iv
thought they could use my assistance in spelling and grammar. Brock and B&reicapable

of writing five or six line summaries on their own.

Brock, Wilson, KK, Stewie — Brock and Stewie aréyfu Brock, Wilson, KK, Stewie — As | walk around to cieon the
engaged in writing the summary for the comics. KK i status of the group writing, KK requests my helgvée
inattentive while Brock and Stewie shared their imopook notices and focuses on our interaction.

concept and needed helping in getting started heéthstory
line.

Writing and Significance of the Bell Structure - Interruption

During the vignette figure 4-1, the school’s notification bell rang whiletindests were
engrossed in the writing activity. The bell rang two times for 5-secotgldred occurred three
minutes apart. The general education bell structure signals to the studemischedst that it is
time to change classes for the other schools that shared the same time sclsegiidek A
Stewie, and KK participate in various communities, and as they apply their ageniégrandi
fields, they are constantly learning and constantly changing. Theirtidemtie both fluid and
field dependent. When Brock, Stewie, and KK are in their respective classrooyts]lthe the
daily schedule. However, being part of CBRDG they had to learn a diffefesdide and ignore
the school’s bell schedule. KK’s class, in the self-contained division, is on a wliffene
schedule from Stewie and Brock’s general education classes, but theyomiesid with the
loud obtrusive sounds every period. The bell structure created different types ofahsrupt
the self-contained classroom. It takes a while to settle studentsdaseemotionally disturbed

into the flow of work, particularly those students who also have learning digsbilttnce they
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are in the work mode, any little distraction can become an opportunity to “acfbetringing
bell allows them to verbally express their annoyance in colorful languagiee Aame time, they
lose focus and forget the purpose of being in school. They get up, walk around, and oftentimes

spontaneously fight.

Since Brock and Stewie are classified as emotionally disturbed, the mohtleatbell
rang | forgot that they participated in the general education school anccas¢oated to the bell
signals. | immediately stopped working with KK in anticipation of a membeilpgpdsaving an
outburst, as is commonplace on the fourth floor. Amazingly, Brock and Stewieneghiacused
on their writing during the first sound. KK’s focus shifted temporarily and shendegking
around. First, she looked at Brock, Stewie, then at me. Interestingly, the aiotlhe bell caused
a similar reaction in Brock and Stewie. When the second bell rang, Brock coveesdhand
continued writing and Stewie continued writing with his left hand, but pointed his right hand
towards the bell sound. The bell ringing caused a slight distraction and a bit of@ohdus
Brock and Stewie. Looking at the clock, we realized the bells were prematgotdol, this
type of structure is an example that does not make sense to all students. Thel beys ha
minutes before lunch ended. The ringing of the bell is symbolic to Stewie arkl Bhacfirst
bell informs them to wrap up and get moving to the next class. The second bell indicates
lateness. On a greater scale, Brock and Stewie’s identities are based@metfa education
school culture. Their affiliation with the general education population, culturechedas
shaped their individual identities. Throughout the ringing of the bell, Brock and Stetew as
one unit in their reactions, body movements, and focus on work. When Stewie and Brock are in
their class, they are part of the bell movement. However, not noticing the timestsubege they

were temporarily removed from their usual environment. In the rush to conbkidevtiting,
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Brock and Stewie probably found the bell sound a little annoying. The signifiohtioe bell
ringing is important to note because students in self-contained settings mastiowith this
imposing structure. For example, KK is educated in a self-contained settingednel|t
notification does not address her daily educational activities. Brock anéeStewschool
identities and daily activities are driven by the bell notification. HoweverBRIG, they were
able to temporarily tune out or disassociate from their general educationedesntid activities

to tune in and stay in the field and focus on their work.

Contradictions — Disrespect in CBRDG

Within the CBRDG, group solidarity was achieved through the students’ intersct
storytelling, literacy knowledge, technological instruction, and inquiry. Wewefter reviewing
the video data | was able to see early patterns of breakdown in solidarity.dadcriptions
below, | discuss events from week one and three. During the first week, | weth@basic
rules for the CBRDG field. Then the group commenced discussion about the wriltigrstr
and their comic book stories. As each student shared his or her information and sicky, Br
noticed KK playing and making gestures at the camera. It bothered him becamnjeyed

sharing and commanded attention.

Week 1 Vignette Figure 4-1: Dialogue and Writing - Brock, Stewie, KK

In the middle of our dialogue on the writing process and story ideas, | asked amquesti
about their writing topics. As Brock was describing his Ninja comic book whiphatically
banging on the desk to make a point, KK was making funny faces and hand gestures into the
camera. She demonstrated a form of disrespect for her group member, thus cogimencin

negative energy between Brock and herself. In the traditional classrdorg,s#udents are
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accustomed to the teacher correcting student behavior or telling them to pagrattedid not
realize or focus on KK'’s behavior as it occurred; rather, | focused on CBRD e different
from the classroom. It is learning environment where students could re/p@diwre to

improve their educational experience. However, Brock did ignore KK and aslia nesoften
sighed in frustration when she was unable to express herself. He mumbled coaboahtser
behavior, calling it disrespectful. Once Brock and KK’s interaction began, tedradittle

tension within the group. Throughout the first session, Brock and Stewie sucyassftlibuted

to the discussion on the rules, writing process, and aspects of their topics. When Stew
discussed his comic “Boy Goes into TV Land,” he and Brock shared a monamiagiag on

his idea once they got past feeling shy. This carried over into the writing contpdrleat

session. Since Brock and Stewie bounced ideas off one another, they were ablevtdistart
summaries of their stories that would serve as the framework for theicsorhieir interaction
generated positive energy as it cleared up any confusion they might havemogxem

developing their story ideas. On the other hand, KK missed her opportunity to fully become a
contributor to the group. | believe this resulted in her slow start and inabilitgkdsép from

the other members. Had KK participated during the discussion time, | thinBrtsiek and

Stewie would have helped her develop her topic and she might have worked independently on

her writing task.

Group Interaction, Inquiry Facilitates Story Telling

In the CBRDG, the student participants became members of the group through learning
together and experiencing feelings of belonging. According torGdld004), students are more
likely to engage in invention and problem solving when they learn in novel and diversersstuat

and settings because they are becoming knowledgeable. In CBRDG, a major congptheent
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students’ development is their ability to dialogue with each other. CBRDG m&mber
demonstrated their changing roles and identities during different interaclio illustrate this, |
will approach this discussion as having three critical components — video dialogues,iaraa
table of activities that | will analyze separately, but in relation to eder.dDne, the video’s
dialogue will be transcribed. Two, the images that follow capture thaasséthe exchange
between Brock and Stewie as they display signs of synchrony in body orientgti@azes,
hand gestures, and overlapping speech. Three, the table delineates the synchyomyiagd
solidarity during the first 15 seconds as the adults enter the room. In my opinionaBdbck
Stewie’s overlapping speech signals accomplishment and is a strikinglexafmrban,
ethnically diverse students classified as emotionally disturbed denmogsaeademic
capability. Their success provides a salient argument against th¢ stefieotype, thus
promoting the idea that students labeled as disarkechpable of participating meaningfully in

activities related to technology and writing.

Vignette Figure 4-2: - Brock Shares with Stewie - (Time 1 min. 48 sec.)

In this storytelling segment, | worked with KK in the background. Elliot, a beagwho
was not allowed to be video or audio taped, as per parental consent, captured an exchange of
storytelling, writing structure, and inquiry between Brock and Stewienébeginning, the
video is unsteady as he is either walking over or trying to sit down to be at tremtheeice
levels. At this point, Brock noticed that Elliot had appeared, and yet he did not lose higd®cus
continued his storytelling to Stewie. Although there were adults who entered theorepeaak
to Mr. O (and the voices are non-distinct sounds in the background) Stewie, Brock, @ind Elli

were unfazed by their appearance in the room because they knew the boundarneBebdfishe
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would not be crossed. Throughout this exchange, Brock completely shared with. Stiswi

speech was smooth and animated as he told his story.

Time
00:00:00

00:07:19

00:35:87

00:39:04

01:43:60
01:43:60

Speaker
Brock:

Brock:

Stewie:

Brock:

Brock:

Brock
and
Stewie:

Event/Dialogue Text
(Elliot captures Brock describing his story to Stewie.)
(Brock looks at Elliot)
(Adults enter the room. Background Noise as they begin talking)

“This is the drawing”

(Brock points to the images on the page to guide Stewie. Stewie leans
forward and places his right elbow on the desk and his hand to under
his chin)

“This is the story of Ninja Warriors and the Ninja drawings that |
want to make. Then, | just started doing the drawing.”

(Other adults enter the room. Their voices can be heard in the
background.) (Brock looks toward the adult voices, then at Stewie.
Stewie looks at Brock)

“l did that to hide the king. And, this is during the night. | did that
that when the Emperor stops him. Then he opens the power of his —
calls it Ace Band- it lets him contact all the other ninjas he needs to
contact.”
(Brock looks at Stewie)
“We are a lot in the USA, Tokyo”
(Overlapping speech as Stewie points to Brock’s work and make an
inquiry statement)
(overlapping speech)
“That looks like yu gui!”

(Stewie looks at Brock)

“Yeah, a littlgStewie looks directly at Brock again)
Then they smash through the front doors. Then in the dawn when
they are going to attack, the Japanese warriors’ reinforcement move
their ban Swooh’power right through that door then they enter.
Right, then | take this “Ahh” this, it is the same thing to be continued.
The Japanese warriors already know so this is what one of them says
“Damr’ and the other little one<Oh, Oh” And they just get shoot,
shot by a bunch of arrows. Meanwhile the main character from Japan
is facing the main character from China.”

(Brock ends his story and turns to Stewie to ask a question)
“How far did you get Stewie?”

(Stewie did not immediately answer Brock. Instead the two

exchanged smiles and a moment of friendship and happiness.)
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01:47:29  Stewie: “l am still at the part where | am writing all the rsaamel the
important stuff.”

In less than 15 seconds and despite the distraction of adults who entered the room and
created non-distinct background noise, Brock established himself as the focah plaist
exchange. To ensure that he had Stewie’s complete attention, he looked up at him. Looking
directly at Stewie’s face, Brock confirmed that Stewie wasrlisig and attentive to his every
word. Brock guided him through the pages of his comic book draft. | observed Stewie’'s
nonverbal participation and interest. Stewie’s posture is upright. His eyes asedam Brock’s
gestures and movements signify entrainment and solidarity. As he concentratediqornB
leaned forward placing his arm on the desk and hand under his chin for support. Stewie took the
opportunity to make a statement about one of the characters in his work. This causegiagerla
speech, which is common in exchanges. Stewie looked at Brock to see if his statament
acknowledged. Brock told his story fluidly. The images below depict Brock (righiphghas

story with Stewie (left). They also show Stewie’s interest throughyds and hand gestures.

This image depicts Brock (left) sharing his comic book story
and images. As Brock discusses the story, he points to the
corresponding images. Stewie (right) follows along as Brock
points to parts of his story.

In the same story telling vignette, Stewie shows his interest as
he points to Brock’s image followed with a question.

The images depict many signs of synchrony and unity. Brock and Stewie joined their

desks together. Their desks are sealed without space between them. The tawasaceda the
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documents in front of them. Stewie smiles in appreciation of Brock’s stangtéhir. As Brock

moves his hands through the page to point to different facts, Stewie’s eyes, focusag on eve

detail follow Brock’s movements. Stewie listened intently to evenyilddtB8rock’s story. The

table below delineates the activities of the fifteen seconds that includeispbaa interruption

by outsiders.

Dialogue
00:02

(Elliot walks over)

Brock

This is the story

(adults enter the room — adds
to background noise)

00:09

Brock

Then | just started drawing

00:14
(adults talking in the
background)

Brock Stewie

Acknowledges Elliot’'s presenceSits upright and looks at Brock’s hands

by looking at him. as he points to an object on the page.
Then he smiles.

Displays the cover art by

pointing to the images and title.

Looks up towards the adult Leans slightly forward. Eyes continue to
voices. focus on the written work. Places hand
Turns the page, looks down on over mouth then under chin.

the page, and points to an

object on the new page

Looks up towards the adult Looks at Brock
voices again, but continues

describing his story

Then looks up at Stewie.

Even though this verbal exchange in this vignette directly involved only Brock and

Stewie, it seemed to draw the attention of Elliot. It is clear from the vide&tbaie was

interested in Brock’s story. In turn, Brock was able to maintain Stewielsten by engaging

him in the details of his story. Since Elliot entered the exchange while in progiessot know

how it started. What was evident during the interaction was the sound and vocalentesdry

adults who had entered the room within the first fifteen seconds. Brock and Stewliattme

each other and tuned out these potentially disruptive structures. This is the seednediimed

that Brock and Stewie demonstrated tuning in and tuning out, revealing the ability o the

field and focused on the activity. During this interaction, | concentrated on yeeg@hand



130

verbal synchronous activities between these two. In control of the situation, Broiciuesnt
sharing his story while pointing to different items on his page. His gestures drauf¢ewie
remains focused on him. A salient point that demonstrates synchrony and entrasniment i
unbroken focus Stewie gives to Brock during the story telling. The actions betivesse two

indicated that Stewie supported and accepted his role as receiver to Brock.

Following this session, | asked Mr. O if it might be possible to lock the door in order t
minimize interruptions (e.g., visitors to the lab who were curious about the veonkeve doing
or who wanted to bring students to the lab during lunch.) I immediately had to step thes
interferences by complaining to administration and placing a “do not disturbdsithe door.
Although I had hoped to create for these students a sanctuary amidst thetiveso@ools, |
soon realized that our dynamic field could not be isolated from others. Although | tookosteps
minimize interruption, and tried to temporarily halt the onslaught of distractiorBDGBcould

not prevent transient cultures from traveling through.

Sharing Builds Respect and Friendship

As Brock shared his story in the previous vignette figure 4-2, Stewie showedtregpe
listening and focusing on talk. Stewie also showed interest by asking queAtitims end of his
story (0:01:43), Brock did not get up and walk away. He demonstrated a genuine inteiest
group member’s work by transitioning the attention to Stewie and asking abot#ttisecd his
writing. Stewie did not respond right away with words; rather there was an enhafoha
physical exchange of synchrony and solidarity (e.qg., their bodies swayéuketoilyem side to
side, they smiled, and Brock embraced Stewie around the shoulder.) The imageithlding w

brief dialogue below captures the friendly interaction between the two boys.
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Dialogue Stewie Brock

01:43:60 — 01:43 Playfully smiles, giggles, and  Brock puts his left arm around Stewie
Brock: (looks at  leans toward Brock and they both smile

Stewie, smiling,

then asks)

“How far did you
get Stewie?”

Brock ' Stewie

Their synchronous actions indicated entrainment and the accomplishment of their
individual and collective goals. Conversations like these were most productive fonguildi
group solidarity and producing culture. Collins (2004) explained that prolonged personal
membership in a group is dependent upon verbal exchange. Their talk comprised friendly
exchanges that showed respect for each other as they took turn expressing vanitsusf ¢heir
lives. The shared activities and participation in CBRDG, not only helped produgesc@rid
develop identities as technology users, but also simultaneously fosteréxy irgatactions,
trust, and friendship in the group. Through videotaping and analysis, | am able to capture
instances of sharing and inquiry during which there is evidence of solidarity @una gr

entrainment indicated by body movement, eye gazing, gestures, and overlappaig spe
Building Solidarity: Information Sharing and Tech Talk

The CBRDG discussions usually took the form of stories about the weekend, cartoons
they saw, and their comic book storyline. Next, the students would inquire about the status of

each other’s comic books and character images to understand how to improve their ows. Then a
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a group, we had in-depth discussions about technological resources learned, fofipsedto-

peer demonstrations. Brock and Stewie often shared their newly acquired tekhovadadge

and how it was applied with members who missed a session or did not understand the functions.
When Brock and Stewie shared information, they became excited, and expre#sezl pos
emotional energy as the recipients listened and nodded in understanding. Wheicteohstre

group on the session’s application, someone would often get lost in the translation. €herefor
having Brock and Stewie teach the lost individuals was the most productive aspeditg buil
group solidarity and producing new culture. For example, KK did not fully understanaghow t
scan an image. In dialogue, | explained the functions of scanning and how it would enhance the
comics. | demonstrated the steps, then observed and assisted as each member hatluthityoppo
to come forward and practice. Although she did the practice with me, KK did noofdielent.

Brock immediately sensed her apprehension and stepped in. His identity changed frontstudent
coteacher as he took over the instruction of scanning. Brock obtained symboliclmapital

teaching KK how to use technology. He went through the steps and looked at her to make sure
she was attentive. Brock did not break concentration from KK and the two becameHasunit
agency expanded as he took on an additional role as coteacher. In this way, Brdule Was a

take away her fears with his focus and teaching ability. He would intergiytipause to ask her

a question. If he sensed she did not know, he would comfortably answer it and move on. At this
moment, | believe, Brock changed roles again to be KK’s peer. He not onlgads&ison the

steps in front of the group, Brock also continued his role as coteacher and checked shevhe

was working alone. He made sure that she went through the correct steps ahd Wt up to

speed and comfortable with the new functions. KK’s agency, expanded through learning,

facilitated a shift in her identity. She displayed confidence through the chrahgedisposition
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and body posture. Brock’s offer of help and KK’s acceptance of help createdldsadia
between the two. In turn, the group benefited from the strengthened social bond. Ovendime

was able to work the scanner without my help or help from her peers.

Ironically, student involvement in the teaching of peers was a somewhat uncoteforta
shift for me. In my classroom, | permitted students to enact different msiciowever, | did
not expect it to occur in CBRDG. | realized that | carried with me the ideas talaching,
learning, expectations, and how students should interact based on the traddssrabch. As |
moved past the pervasive teacher-centered view of education, the students andhrasraty

of learners, were able to benefit from the range of individual expertisesesyied by the entire

group.

Information Sharing

Videotaping the group’s interactions enabled me to capture instances@ppats
inquiring about each other’s stories, sharing their story statuses, reveadimgles of vivid
imagination in regard to their own and others’ comics, using tech-talk, and engagesy
teaching. During these instances, evidence of solidarity emergedvdsensahythmically
engaged in body movements, mutual gazing, laughter, head nods, and overlapping talk. The
observed patterns indicated “the greater the entrainment, the greaterdhitga@nd identity
consequences, and entrainment reaches much higher levels by activity tharypé&Ssiins,
2004, p. 83). Over the six weeks together, all or most student members contributed to the
conversation by discussing their experiences in the group, imagining theirlwooks, building
technological knowledge, or sharing their skills. Collins (2004) charges thatlighk bf

focused positive emotional energy can be understood in terms of collectivestfance, which
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can have long term consequences for interaction rituals that can be carriattervée
individual has left the situation. In other words, if students feel energized abourtetvei
technology skills and writing progress, they will be more likely to put theirynaeduired

capital to work in their classroom, schoolwork, and home.

Vignette Figure 4-3: Developing Tech-Talk — Brock and Wilson - (Time 1:00 Min.)

The third meeting was dedicated to introducing scanning, its functions, and terminolog
Brock was finished with his images, storyline, and was ready to begin scémningrk
following the instructions. At this point, Brock and Stewie became vital agentsatrg
CBRDG into a new field primarily because their involvements seemed to dewedydfrom
their ability to reproduce the learning culture that has been enacted ielthd e student
members were curious about the status of Brock’s work, and asked him to reviewttlseytha
could get ideas on how to continue. As he detailed his story and described the draft writing
structure and process followed by the utilization of Microsoft™ to finalizevbi¥, there was
substantial evidence of solidarity, respect, trust, and reciprocity withirrahe.grhe group
members focused their attention on him. Brock and Stewie, due to their regular atemnsaac
ready to engage in the next step, scanning their images for full comic boolkucbostrOnce |
went through the steps for scanning an image, Brock was ready to demonstratgaapbe
functions and steps to scan an image by uploading his own work. Although, | offered him
assistance, he remembered the steps and terminology. | illustrate thigaltothieg video

segment.

Speaker Scanning Event / Dialogue Text
Brock: (facing his peers)
“l press preview and drag it down.”
(Brock turns to the Smartboard and moves the dialogue box)
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Wilson: (His image displays)
“Cool.”
KK: “It looks so cool.”
Wilson: “It does. It is amazing, huh. So do you need to crop it?”
(Brock looks at me)
Brock:  (turns to look at the image on the screen)
“No, it is already seems to be the right size.”
Wilson: *“That looks so good. That's one page, right?”
Brock: “Yeah, itis.”
(points to the screen)
Wilson: *“Okay, what are we going to do after that?”
Brock: (facing his peers)
“Scan it.”
(pressing the “scan” tab the directory opens)
Wilson: “Okay.”

Dennis: “Wow.”
Wilson: “Remember where we put it?”
Brock: (facing his peers)
“I will name it — Brock 7”
(turning back to the Smartboard he types the name on the keyboard)
Wilson: *“Good. You remembered. Wow you are good. And then?”
Brock:  “And then accept it.”
(facing his peers)
Wilson: *“Okay, Did we forget to put it somewhere? In a folder?”
(Brock turns to look at me. He sighs, giggles and slouches to his side)
“That is okay we can always move it to the folder. That’s it.”
(I see his document and verbally locate it for him)
Brock: (Looking at the screen, Brock could not immediately see it. He asks)
“Where is it?”
(looks back at me)
Wilson: (I point to the area on the screen then give him some directions)
“It is right there, just drag it and drop it into the folder.
Drag it and drop it into the folder. It is gone.”
(as | spoke the directions, Brock performed the function at the same time)

A close analysis of the above video segment details the technology interactieerbetw
Brock and me. Brock’s newly acquired cultural capital (technology knowladd&eveloping
skills) expanded his agency. As a result, immediately following myuictsbns and
demonstration on scanning, he volunteered to scan his work first. Brock’s recafl @bilit
technology terminology and concentration added to his growing identity as a usatradlogy

Brock was able to commence the functions on his own by talking through the stepsalksdhe t
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to himself, he simultaneously and fluently scanned his images, explored the Witidows
environment, and worked the Smartboard™. | prompted him along by asking what canoe next t
continue the verbal steps. Once his image appeared, his peers responded with head nods, eye
gaze contact, and complimentary speech. | initiated a question about croppingastoaras

recall and understanding of the function. He answered confidently without wgaJeriiact,
throughout the scanning process, he was able to recall almost all of the siepsneant he

was focused while | instructed. Building cultural capital is essentiadpgareling agency, and

Brock utilized every opportunity to acquire more capital as he listened andpzded in

CBRDG. Brock enacted different aspects of his capital, such as seeingghtdking,

participating, in order to exert his agency. Throughout the “tech talk” exchangaromrgy, all
members displayed signs of synchrony in body and eye movement as they shifeshligtock

and me. His voluntary display of his comic, scanning skill, and use of correct sampe t

helped the others develop and facilitate the language. Brock was able to demgnsataskills

and retention of information, which caused the group members to feel comfortable. The
exchange between Brock and me was evidence of his desire to learn as he looked at me
prompt, validate, and compliment him on his ability to explain the functions and steps to the
members in clear and simplified language. The various types of capital #ordaraes for

each other, and they work together to expand agency. The interaction between Brock and me
earned him symbolic capital which helped him form social relationships (sapi&l¢ with the

rest of the group. In turn, he was exposed to more cultural knowledge, thereby dugding

cultural capital, which expanded his agency or ability to act.
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Contradictions — Friction between Brock and Stewie

In week three (see Vignette Figure 4-3), | went through the steps onrgganaiinvited
the students to the Smartboard™ to practice. Always ready, Brock made ifranthaf the
room first. Unbeknownst to me, Stewie wanted to be first. He then accused me of Bitdkg
over him. | explained to everyone that, unlike a traditional classroom, raibgxgdas not

required and participation is voluntary.

Week 3 Vignette Figure 4-3: Scanning - Brock and Stewie

In the vignette on scanning, there was evidence of solidarity breakdown araeh fircti
the group as Stewie exhibited shyness in demonstrating a new role that is hp{pesoatted
in a traditional classroom. Brock had fully mastered the theory behind the functioasioinsc
and was willing to share his newly acquired skill with others in the clasgdduy instruction,
| noticed KK and Stewie having a private conversation. By the time | movedtadetehe
students practice the activity, Stewie was not ready. Although | félt asnted to redirect the
students’ focus from talking, playing with each other, or just looking around, | did nothwsant t
group to feel like a traditional classroom. Based on the rules established duringj thhedting,
| was not in the position to scold or reprimand the students. As a result of not imge/&tewie
was able to approach me to let me know he did not like KK because she caused him to miss out
on learning to scan the first time. | realized that Stewie meant he ditenttdt KK caused him

to miss out on the activity and his opportunity to be first.

As | went through the scanning steps a second time, | decided to asknthenséor
help. Brock immediately volunteered first to demonstrate the next step tasisetlde advanced

to the front of the room before anyone else. Stewie became upset that he did notnulsintee
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and said it loudly. Drawing upon my personal beliefs about technology and the CBRDG as a
field for learning and expression, | wanted to use each moment of teaching)skijés and
discussion as a way to create learning opportunities that expand student agencyand not t
control students by calling on one over the other. | explained to everyone thatevthaimthe
CBRDG is voluntary. In other words, if we were in a classroom, | would selditijpants from

a group of hands, but we are part of the CBRDG and if anyone wants to do something — just do
it. Once Brock was at the Smartboard™, Stewie put his head down and covered his head.
Interestingly, Brock displayed maturity and repeated what | said vaeSté ike Ms. Wilson

said, “We make this group.” If you want to do something, get up and do it and stop getting

upset.”

In the CBRDG where technology is at the center of learning and beconmacced s
object to the members, Brock getting to the Smartboard™ before Stewie gdrsevadve of
different emotions from the members. This symbolic capital affords igemowvth when they
use the technology successfully to meet their collective or individual motiygEslts. In this
instance, Brock’s getting to the Smartboard was an individual goal. Stétnogddooked and
showed his displeasure by covering his head and mumbling comments. Shuttingduinsel
Stewie displayed a form of disrespect to Brock and the rest of the group rmeRéEpect is a
form of highly prized symbolic capital (Anderson, 1999). Stewie’s hiding could b@iated as
a non-verbal and disrespectful response of “I do not want to learn anything frémlingated
toward Brock. In other words, he unintentionally tried to reduce the symbolic cafpigedck.
However, Brock, not reciprocating disrespect toward Stewie through beldtlinggatively
reacting, demonstrated his maturity in this situation. When he reiteratedrdy about

participation, he meant it. Brock’s response helped build a more unified feelinggrothge In
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turn, his reaction resulted in increased symbolic capital in the form of respachi peers. At
that moment, Stewie did not agree with Brock, or me but his desire to learn teghaiadog

create a comic book overcame his feelings of disappointment and his damaged pride.

CBRDG Unity — Students, Agents of Cultural Changes

As the teacher sharing technology knowledge and skills with CBRDG, | notiaed t
students began to model my teaching skills to each other. For example, during Brock’s
interaction with me on scanning in the previous vignette figure 4-3, | was ablartthbe
positive and negative reactions of the members to his tech ability and work trstanasd.
Brock’s position at the Smartboard™ was very similar to mine. His identity sbiéed
between student, peer, and coteacher. In this field, Brock did not have the saraastige did
in his school because of his disability classification. In CBRDG, Brdeklsnology knowledge
and skills became capital that expanded his agency. In this field, Broclbleds aroductively
exert his agency. For example, Brock, as coteacher, was mindful thaetssysee behind him.
He looked at them and paused to make sure that they were focused. Prior d¢trngtesigh the
scanner and screen, Brock faced us to introduce the step. Although Brock wasetéd the
steps, he hesitated at certain points and looked to me for assistance. Thisimilaarioshow |
maintained student engagement in the activity. | paused with a simple questionréotieats
they were following along with me. Brock’s scanning skills and capturegasmgenerated
positive emotional energy as the members showed excitement and verballgexpines
eagerness to get their projects done. | recalled feeling very connethedparticipants in the

process.
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Our affiliation in the CBRDG as students and teacher, as well as ¢hadton of
cultures and schemas, reshaped our individual and collective identities. As a group, we
experienced a feeling of belonging, shared goals, mutual focus, and synchronyag kiadent
throughout the exchanges between students-to-teacher and students-to-studgntsipl he
members remained seated while their eyes focused on Brock as he went throtegpstoe s
scanning. The positive emotional energy, collective effervescence, and graapitsolvas
expressed in their facial expressions. The members smiled and gasped dsrdre oifages

were captured and displayed on the Smartboard™.

In our CBRDG community, we valued technology and Brock’s usage generated
emotional energy as well as built solidarity through the use of it. | beli¢vddrgs think
teachers know and can do everything. However, the fact that Brock and Stewablede
provide student-focused instructions inspired the others to want to try. This id tel&ellins
(2004) concept of “sacred symbol” within interaction rituals. Our abilities to hawamet!
instruction, dialogue, and tech-exchanges were most productive for building gralgpigoind
producing new culture. | understand that what drew the members to this group isteonatfec
themes — the opportunity to make their own comic books, to learn and use technology, and to
participate as members of their own exclusive group. The strongest prodlenassttive
emotional energy, collective effervescence, and group solidarity that ceBolte these
participants being together. Although each session did not explode withdi@aae, it was

inspiring to be part of a group of youngsters who were enthusiasticallgdagmng culture.

Technology was one of the focal points within this group. While the student members
were new to the use of the various technologies in the room, it became an absoluteiahd c

ingredient of the glue of the group’s culture. The students labeled as emotiortalyetian
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CBRDG also built a successful social network that includes both staff and studemés. Whi
technology use for students became vital and natural when enacting culture \BRDGC
Brock, Stewie, and KK were able to benefit from the social networks to help thempgsh
their comic projects. Although essential to their project, | did not heavily emzehasi
discourage the use of technology as a requirement for being in the group. The members
understood their participation was voluntary and they could do as much or as Ihtg as t
desired. If students are not involved in a learning community of practibeaw@acher who

holds technology as a sacred symbol, technology use may remain in the background.

Brock and Stewie’s efforts emphasize that consistent effort and psaatie essential to
teaching, learning, and helping each other. If aspects of a student’s techitetagy/identity
are allowed to merge authentically, the process can result in the trangforofat
technology/literacy identity. If allowance for failure is not presentydesit’s
technology/literacy identity may more likely remain fixed. For instancenguine technology
session in vignette figure 4-3, Stewie showed evidence that his new role Wasgthg to
enact. He displayed learned classroom culture behavior when he raised his teaadahs
getting up and directly interacting with the new field structure. Ovenallyignettes show the
transformation of a newly infused practice into a ritual as Brock and Steseiessed their new
practices, voluntarily shared with the group, engaged in coteaching, and displstyeng social
identity. It is noteworthy to highlight Brock and Stewie’s coteachintitigisiin the group
because this activity is not usually associated with children classifilecmotional
disturbance. Moreover, coteaching is not a skill that | taught or suggesteid. $erise, Brock
and Stewie deliberately endeavored to generate additional learning opportunéi@souraging

others’ participation. As they became engaged in the work, their roles expandeexasted
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with their involvement in the CBRDG. These practices resulted in both of the studgagsng
in the new modified ritual over the remainder of the CBRDG sessions. Throughoutdiyis st
Brock and Stewie were able to display the possibility of transferring datiédopractices into
daily rituals and infusing the practices with existing rituals wherkimg in fields physically

very different from the school.

Working within a field between the traditional classroom and their homes, the stoflent
the CBRDG enacted practices and re/produced culture. We can possibby teltéwrgplogies and
academic learning with the positive emotional energy necessary to spaite ddange in their
home classrooms. However, since the CBRDG is a created learning spéfoe tspieaching
and learning technology, the activities might not be accepted in their tradtiassiooms.
CBRDG enacted practices demonstrated that teaching and learning of teghaatagulum
subjects, the classroom, and students’ experiences could not be kept in isolatiorcfrathea
Instead, it is important to capitalize on the culture that travels through gosaodaries of the
educational field. The porous nature of a field’s boundaries seems to tachraransfer of
culture. Fields such as the CBRDG are loosely bounded social spaces in wiogbaods
possess and enact social, cultural, and symbolic capital. In vignette fi§uftewie displayed
disrespect to Brock because he went directly to the Smartboard to practiceagedatimout
raising his hand. Since these students are classified as emotionally dishielved’'s shutting
down could have caused Brock to retaliate. As the teacher, | consciously did nebtyetd
because | thought it was important for the two boys to use their agency to megotaesolve
the situation. However, Brock’s reiteration of my words about the structure oBRBEG
averted any potential disruption. Although the words worked for Brock, at that momegnt, the

meant nothing to Stewie. As the teacher, | still have to create and maiteamiag
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environment. The power is shared when students negotiate the space based on my proposals.
became very clear that, since individuals have agency and can change the patteins of

actions as practicesfold and culture is enacted, individuals’ actions can be unpredidBrblek

and Stewie’s use of social, cultural, or symbolic capital dynamicallgtste the CBRDG and

its practices. Given the porous nature of a field’s boundaries, cultureceimaotee field can be
enacted in another field, thereby allowing for the distribution of culturesaeno individual's
lifeworld. Through such a diffusion process, the dialogue, learning activitieseghnology,

and co-teaching in CBRDG contributed the opportunity for students to createrssidrira

culture, not simply reproduce it. As expressed in the CBRDG, students caheatlgfbegin to
transform and produce a new culture that includes technology as a tool forgearthair

classrooms and lives.

| Learned, | Changed

| opened this chapter with a quote from Postman who believed that technology favors
some groups of people, which often results in winners and losers. Postman’s quote used in
conjunction with Sewell’s notion of culture having weak boundaries, allowed me to focus on the
students in CBRDG who are educated in separate setting. | discovered thassalmsed with
disabilities might express their “ways of knowing and being” diffeyeti¢ipending on the
environment. In self-contained or general education classrooms wherarssstipport
independent student-focused learning based upon a student’s particular disahilitgividual
achievement, the student’s agency to act can be truncated. However, if a leamriogment
(like the CBRDG) encourages student agency through dialogues, sharingglamaldgy

practices, students are more likely to be mutually supportive and co-teawdyngccur



144

naturally. In the CBRDG structure, the enactment of co-teaching on the level afforded the

transformation of my traditional classroom teaching and the students’ learacig@s.

In this work, via student/teacher collaboration, Brock, Stewie, and | took aim at the
deficit lens synonymous with special education. By actively examinirag stbdentgando,
Brock and Stewie fully participated in not only the dialogue sessions and tpgeamology,
but also expanded their identities from students identified with disabilitiesrt® afgechnology
and co-teachers. Moreover, Brock and Stewie’s expanded roles as technelsgynaisco-
teachers enhanced peer learning. This chapter showed that Brock ancsStgeney
powerfully assisted the amount and quality of capital production (i.e., teachimgnégadbecause
their desired outcomes were in tune with the objective of learning technologgtaed
elsewhere, the hegemonic traditional classroom structure does not permitsshaigelled with a
disability (such as KK, Elliot, Brock and Stewie) to enact new culture, rolédewtities.
Throughout CBRDG sessions, | withessed student development that revolved arowahd capit
production, identity formation, solidarity, entrainment, and positive emotional efdygy.
practices expanded Brock and Stewie’s agency to collaborate with each otherrast dhéhe
group. Through the agency afforded in the lab, these students felt co-respgrisitt@iBRDG
that transformed into a desire to collaborate with each other. Brock and Stewiedahigh
levels of success because they were given the opportunity through theirtessacth CBRDG
to freely and naturally enact new culture, rather than remaining cowstriay the traditional
hegemonic practices that conform to the policies and leadership structureatadseith many

urban schools that include students classified with disabilities.

| learned that the opportunity to enact new roles must be provided to students in order for

them to learn how to interact effectively in any class. Since students tigstlkgiow or learn
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culture that is specific to fields, the CBRDG affords a social spacedpagtion. For example,

the practices that structure the CBRDG are to expand student agency ardlleapang
opportunity. Although Stewie and Brock showed signs of being comfortable with the group and
demonstrating micro level enactments of technology skills and literacy knowtedge

traditional classroom cultures overlapped into our group. While Stewie enadia@ ¢edrned in

his classroom by raising his hand, Brock enacted the new culture learned irGaBRi2tting

up and directly interacting with technology. The very practices developed iDGRIReated a

social space, allowing the enactment of new student roles to open up students to tHeig®ssibi

that existed but often not explored in the traditional classroom.
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CHAPTER V
TECHNOLOGY IN A COMMUNITY OF PRACTICE:
Cultural Enactment Identities Re/Production in the

Comic Book Research Dialogue Group (CBRDG)
As Learners become Peer Tutors

Even though resolution of inequities regarding tise of technologies for
learning may be a challenge, it is one that wasraasolution on moral

grounds. Today, the upper and middle classes hamerrous technological
resources available in their everyday lives andetworformal learning sites
with well-developed dispositions to use this tedbgg to expand their

learning. In contrast, many learners from workingd alower classes

encounter learning technologies for the first timeschools and other
informal learning sites. Accordingly, they may rim# disposed to use the
different technologies and may be unaware of tpetential as learning

resources. In this regard, disadvantage is cortaimethe boundaries of
social class and may be confounded by ethnicityn(ie¢h Tobin, 2005, p.

149).

Reflection - CBRDG Practices Not a Traditional Learning Environment

| recalled the first day Brock, Stewie, KK, and Elliot, and | sat in the com[alteThe
thoughts that circulated in my head focused on the fact that | did not want these tedseins
like a traditional classroom with typical teacher-student instructioanguter instruction class,
or a group without fundamental rules of interaction. My thoughts were met wihdsey
thoughts about my ability to integrate technology into literacy and igleagtia teacher and
ethnic woman who lives in one community and teaches in another. | did not want my
domineering personality, cultural orientation, or need to finish my dissert&search to co-opt
the agency and experience of these young students. Instead, | wanted tahaopate Hexible,
and respectful learning community that would enable us to learn from each otitterascand
to reproduce culture as we restructure CBRDG. It was also important tetamdiethe research
group as a smaller social field that we created and defined—a fibid which we all should

feel comfortable, free, and the students would have more volition over the producheir of t
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work. For example, during one of the writing sessions (images below), StewieaukisB
positions as they sat in the chairs would most likely elicit correction frimacher in a
traditional classroom setting. In the images below, | isolated Brock amteStecause their
sitting positions, writing postures, and individual ways of focusing could be miscahstrae
traditional classroom as not being engaged in work. In image 1, Stewie sat uptighthair
with his legs folded and tucked under the chair on the bookrack. As the other students are
writing, he looked at an object in his line of sight. Stewie’s arms extended aodrsied the
sheets of paper in front of him. His right hand was flat while his left hand holds a [steaile
is quiet (a traditional indicator of student compliance); however, his body olentaid eye
gaze could signal noncompliance with work and rules in a traditional classroom.

Image Figure 5-1: Left to Right -> Daniel, Stewie, Wilson (empty seatykBamd KK.

The students were given comic strip sheets to develop their story
~ summaries into an outline. All engage in writing, but Stewie.

| Stewie is taking his time to mentally build up his thoughts. He

" has his legs folded and tucked under his chair. Stewie’s arms

: almost encircle his sheets of paper while holding a pencil.
Meanwhile he is looking at a particular direction. You can see

his entire face and chest.

v

However, image 2 clearly depicts Stewie in full writing mode with a chanbis ibody
position. Stewie’s upper body leans forward. His head is face down with eyes focusgd on hi

paper. His arms, still in a circle, are closed and his hands are in the writtlegy m

Image Figure 5-2: Left to Right -> Daniel, Stewie, Wilson (empty seat)kBand KK

W in this clip, Stewie’s leg position does not change when he begins
. writing, but his upper body, arms, and head change. Stewie is
\ j leaning forward and his head is positioned downward facing his
a paper. His arms are closed onto his paper — right hand holds the
paper as he writes with his left. Now the top of his head is visible.
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From Image one to two, Brock’s sitting position and focus does not change. Brosk’s leg
are crossed at the ankle. His upper body leans forward into his work. His |est@mder the
table and rests on his left leg. Brock’s upper body is leaning forward and his isting on
the desk. His right arm rests on the desk and his right hand holds the pencil.

In both images 1 and 2, Brock’s position does not change. In image 1, Brock immediately
begins to write. His style was similar to Stewie in the sense thasitelaxed. Brock’s legs were
crossed at the ankle and pushed back to rest on his toes. Intermittingly, he swiegs ous.
Brock’s upper body leaned forward into his work and his chin rested on the desk. His left arm
was under the desk and rested on his left leg. Brock’s right arm rested on thedatkeraght
hand held the pencil.

In a traditional classroom, the teacher would most likely readjust both Brock and
Stewie’s writing postures positions. Although they were able to focus, writehiakd t
comfortably in their chosen positions, Brock and Stewie might be misperceived by oslasker
non-engaged and unproductive. However, in the CBRDG students are able to parhonags
that they prefer. For example, it is acknowledged that Brock and Stewie mayée@nmductive
when permitted to look about to gather their thoughts and to write in a sitting position

comfortable to them.

The CBRDG, as a learning community, is the seedbed for the development andrasserti
of the students’ agency, technology skills, and reconstruction of their idergifpegatutors.
Unlike the traditional teaching and learning of technology in school which nraritee
supremacy of teachers’ perspectives, the cultural interactions in thBGPBBsitively impacted
the identities of its members. Such cultural interactions cannot happen in a tradiissiom

that primarily focuses upon teacher correction of student learning and behather CBRDG,
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participants learn technology not on my terms nor in isolation because identtystaiction is

not an independent development. Wenger (1999) stated that our practices and languages are
products of our social relations and although our thoughts are private, they are t®o$truc
images and perspectives that we understand through our affiliation in soom@uaities. As a
social act, identity re/construction was necessarily interconnectegraittices and views of

those around us. In the CBRDG, our social interactions enable Brock and Stewies$o acce
technology knowledge, language, and skills on their own terms. As they develop ilet skil

users, Brock and Stewie, in turn, engage in tutoring other members.

CBRDG - Shared Culture and Practices

In order to develop a culture and a sense of community within the CBRDG, | had to
create a shared sense of purpose in which each individual could develop a senseyathdenti
would bond him or her to the unit. Sewell’'s (1999) notion of culture (i.e., values and ways of
acting and interacting that characterize a social group) includes atandeoeliefs we have
about learning and views we hold about schools and classrooms. Cultures are dyorapiex,
and changing, and include the ideations, symbols, behaviors, values, and beliefsyshared b
group. The development of community and a shared culture is particularly importtre f
CBRDG since the members are part of a larger school community. The stutienigrds gain
insight into their similarities and differences through their learning aradgtia interactions. As
a result, they acquire a shared sense of purpose. This finding is supported bktbeLage
and Wenger (1991) who argue that a sense of community and shared purpose growsrfrom ope
communication between students and teachers and a realistic understandihgtiess

perceptions and needs. Thus, these significant outcomes for students result from thei
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development as members within a community of learners who share common goasds, value

language, and milestone experiences.

In the CBRDG, our agency or ability to exert direction over a given situatgirased by
and simultaneously shapes structure and culture (Sewell, 1992). To become meithigers of
CBRDG we had to create the structure and community culture. As we exertedioigual
agency—as an instructor of technology and as learners of technology—we leasnted ho
negotiate the different structures (e.g., schemas and cultures). Caldeslesti as members with
something of interest to exchange, our attitudes towards teaching and leatetgofogy
changed our identities. Realizing we have the ability to reshape strudtisesiportant to
remain conscious of how our agency alters existing structures, as wellnes\tygpes of
structures that are created (Tobin, EImesky & Seiler, 2005). As the teladitenpt correct the
students’ sitting positions or their participation. Of particular interesingrebservations of the
group in work mode. The above images 1 and 2, | focus on Stewie because he is the only one
who appears not be working. However, rather than prompt him to start, | allowed him to enact

his agency. | acknowledge that Stewie needed time to gather his thoughts tewdréing.

Not the Classroom — Technology and Teaching in CBRDG

The CBRDG is not a traditional group of students and teacher. It is a new cognafunit
individuals who convene to learn how the functions of technology can enhance thely literac
skills. Although there are rules in our field, we work hard to create a satiasphere different
from a classroom. Tobin (2005) argued that classrooms cannot be managed usiegiaofefer
teachers having control over students, but instead teachers and students shiyubdfisitntict
how management processes should be enacted. The CBRDG is a field where pigrteapa

skills in literacy and technology; however, a very important dynamic sifigidd is the dialogue
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that allows all participants to share information. Tobin (2005) describes slashase
“cogenerative dialogues” —safe places that afford participants whe altammon interest the
opportunity to reflect on activities. The learning of technology, social tttere and sharing of
cultures through dialogues inevitably impact and potentially changes tgaah@students’
identities during practices. Wenger (1999) describes identity as thal;sbe cultural, the
historical with a human facep(145).Given that the CBRDG is a learning community, and a
social field and that identity is a fluid corporation of various identities insdrby others and
culture, identity cannot be separated the social activities and is recaisatew knowledge

is acquired.

Re/Constructing Identities in CBRDG

Identity re/construction is usually subconscious but always continuous and dadlecti
(Roth, 2006). It maintains our histories, dispositions, capital, and habitus, whiobndéireually
in flux as we negotiate various fields, structures, and resources in school add (Exgrtz,
1997). Identity re/construction is part of learning and changing which doesauntioc
seclusion. It is inextricably linked to capital in fields and enables us to@xeagency to meet
our specific goals of acquirement.

In the CBRDG, it was necessary to construct a field outside of the classtoene we
could collaboratively re/construct our identities and exert agency withoavénarching,
stifling, and imposing structures of the school, classroom, and administration OBR12G,
re/constructing our identities became part of a routine that involved aé'slarite of the self”
(Wenger 1999, p. 41). As such, the participants had to transition from “being” studeled kbe
emotionally or behaviorally disturbed whose behaviors are controlled by spagcation

professionals to “being” technology users who exercise newly acquired kiyand@d agency to
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finish projects on their own terms. As an alternatively certified teathad to re/construct my
identity into a special education teacher/technology user/group panticipa school
community that places limited value on my personal capital. Nonetheleasnéd how to use
my capital from the business and educational worlds in conjunction with my capitahieom
teaching world. My efforts afforded me room to develop pedagogical statbgtewould lead
my participants to acquire technology skills that would be useful in many #elis CBRDG,
the classroom, and home. In the CBRDG, participants had to acquire traditionay|gkills
along with the language and functions of technology. In other words, | focused ahmpyoeal
world application by integrating technology as a tool into academics to develagyiskills.

A major part of our routine in the CBRDG was saving work onto a storage device
contemplated using individual floppy disks, but decided against it because new thptoys
provide this option. | bought a USB (A Universal Serial Bus or USB is a reneaallwritable
memory data storage device.) for the participants in the CBRDG to use ame t@sttheir own
while in the lab. Due to concerns of safekeeping of our work, the participantslacdéd that |
would hold onto the USB. They said, “Put it on the key ring with the school keys, so you would
know not to use it for other things.” Thus, my keys became more than a symbol of access to my
office, bathrooms, and elevators — the USB became symbolic capital of tleupr@éacuments
stored within. The combination of my school keys and the USB that held our work denoted a
new type of access and power to all things, including technology. When a pattiglked
around with my keys/USB, his or her status changed from just a student to one who is a
technology user and gatekeeper to the bathrooms. In a school environment with biiceaucra
structures that isolate teachers and students from each other, the CBRID( biee bridge that

permitted movement over the gaps between communities.
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CBRDG — A Community of Practice and Participation

A group of people sharing a passion lies at the heart of learners in a community of
practice. Participation is voluntary and open to anyone who has interest in thé. Juigec
CBRDG emerged from a common interest and the interaction among participplnts tfmat a
community and learning cannot be designed, but rather they can only be designedfper(We
1998). Learning is more than simply internalizing information and knowledigeolives
participation in a community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). According togéfg(1998), a
community of practice defines itself along three dimensions: what it ig,dimw it functions,
and what capability it has produced. The CBDRG is a “joint enterprise” understdod a
continually renegotiated by its members. It is more than the interactiansattions, and
learning of new technical knowledge skills. CBRDG is also a social evitiye members are
bound to each other by group functions, shared repertoire and capital, language, and skills.
Wenger attributes learning and becoming who we are to our personal engagement
communities of practices. The various exchanges in the CBRDG, as a sogjalassist in
individual development. The individual investment in the CBRDG translated to relaperssid

association over things that matter to the collective group.

A Space for Learning Technology

A student who learns within the context of a community lives a new way of lealming.
moving from the position of “a novice” to “the center” (Lave & Wenger, 1991), tidest
comes to realize how the community has given him or her a sense of belongagaamection
to others. Tobin, EImesky, and Seiler (2005), state that cultural constructs aia dpsetific.

As patrticipants of the CBRDG, for example, we engaged in dialogue, Vitenad literacy

strategies, and technological language and skills specific to our newatgaifeeld. We became
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active members and transformed the computer laboratory into a space wHengsstelt safe
and connected to those around them. As the teacher in the CBRDG, I initiahg lgobup,
introducing support, encouragement, respect, appreciation, learning, and appropasts beh
into the educational climate as a cultural model. Understanding that stuoieetsvith a set of
values, culture, knowledge, attitudes about learning, and different perceptions adltesrasd
their roles as a student, | knew that it was important to treat the CBRId@Gdia place where
members could live a fulfilling educational experience together aselesawhile expressing
needs and concerns appropriately.

As the teacher, | had the responsibility of leading the group and éygkeaching
technology functions to enhance literacy skills. In the midst of teaching aizpading, | had
to be proactive to any potential issues that could arise while nurturing thengtgs between
students and myself. The participants of the CBRDG developed as learnefmofdgy and
literacy skills. They recognized their common goals, engaged in common expstideveloped
a shared language, and adopted the beliefs and value system of our field that conlsféredad
to their academic lives. The knowledge and skills gained by Brock and Stpastitspation in
the CBRDG aided in the relinquishment of their positions as novices. They moved from the
periphery of learning to the center as skilled users and peer tutors. Acctwrdiave and
Wenger (1991),

Learning through legitimate peripheral participation
takes place no matter which educational form provides
a context for learning, or whether there is any
intentional educational form at all. Indeed, this
viewpoint makes a fundamental distinction between
learning and intentional instruction. Such decoupling
does not deny that learning can take place where there

is teaching, but does not take intentional instruction to
be in itself the source or cause of learning, and thus
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does not blunt the claim that what gets learned is
problematic to what gets taught (pp. 40—41).

People and communities are continuously in process, and it is impossible to predict what
people learn as they participate in their daily practices. The CBRDG casnaumnity of learners,
was continuously in transition. On the basis of the CBRDG group interactions, foplexa
was hard to predict how, when, and at what speed participants would acquire skillhasd if t

skills would transfer back to the classroom.

Legitimate Peripheral Participation

The CBRDG is focused on knowledge and knowing in practice. The process underlying
the construction and nurturing of knowledge and skills in the CBRDG is callednhaigit
Peripheral Participation (LPP) (Lave & Wenger, 1991). LPP is the procesgsitly newcomers
become full members by learning from old-timers and by being allowearticipate in certain
tasks that relate to the practices of the community. It suggests an oewing of gaining

access to sources for understanding through growing involvement.

At the beginning of the CBRDG project, | had to establish a routine of teaching and
learning because all participants were new to the dialogue formaefdiegr was the person at
the center of the group and student participants were at the periphery of lekrniagl
maintained this unbalanced environment, learning would not have taken place. To rectify the
imbalance, it was necessary to bring the social aspect to the forefronaricdaiVéenger (1991)
believe that a focus on social engagements rather than conceptual stredhegeoper context
for learning to take place. In communities of practice, collective legumrer time results in

practices that reflect both the pursuit of enterprises and attendant slatiahse Since learning
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in the CBRDG involved activities and dialogue, it included being active in theqascf social

communities and constructing identities in relation to these communities (YWV&888).

Learners inevitably participate in communities of
practitioners and ... the mastery of knowledge and skill
requires newcomers to move toward full participation
in the socio-cultural practices of a community.
“Legitimate peripheral participation” provides a way to
speak about the relations between newcomers and old-
timers, and about activities, identities, artifacts, and
communities of knowledge and practice. A person’s
intentions to learn are engaged and the meaning of
learning is configured through the process of becoming
a full participant in a socio-cultural practice. This social
process, includes, indeed it subsumes, the learning of
knowledgeable skills (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 29).

In the CBRDG, members whose peripheral position had the potential to move them
toward the center of the learning community found they were able to gairknmowt#edge and
participate more fully in the community’s practices. Yet the periphery capfressive if a
peripheral member is denied access to knowledge necessary to become entnarenember.
In this case, the peripheral member of the community was marginalized. thoof,g2he
segmented nature of schooling stunts the development of healthy learning cossaniti
teachers and students. The school is divided by disability classificatiomaatellgvel.
Moreover, the day is broken up into 40-minute blocks of time, which create structures that
isolate teachers and students from working together, and eliminates the ptietemther
collaboration. While school administrators do not necessarily discourage tlegitoriof
learning communities, neither do they provide conducive structures for thetattiof
communities. The CBRDG, although founded within the school’'s community, does not mirror

the traditional classroom structure and schema of teaching and learning.
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Drawbacks of Communities of Practice

There are critics of communities of practice who view the struetogddearning
outcomes of the group as hard to quantify, and consider results subjective in reaeré& (L
Wenger, 1991). In the CBRDG, I rely on the social and symbolic capital evidéet uideo
vignettes and writing samples to argue the results of this study. Thd oagta group,
according to Sewell (1999), is the existence of a series of connections and ldd@ldyaf a
common interest or shared, common understanding. A drawback to communities oé practi
could be the reliance on the free transfer of information and knowledge as thesséudent
different structures. Since knowledge is often considered a private gooderfarknowledge
to transfer freely, it must be regarded as a public good. The fact that comsaratself-
directed and self-motivated is an advantage as well as a drawback. In othertheofadst that
the members of the CBRDG could exert agency to define our individual objectivasatoes
necessarily mean that those objectives would align with the broader groupvebjésthen
objectives are not aligned, the benefits of a community can be very small or evévenétze
members work against each other. Lack of shared identity and consensual knowteglge ca
result in a community’s failure. Despite the potential for such drawbacks, tROGEs a
learning field was embraced by its members. Participation in the CBRBiGeel each
individual to experience a life that involved interactive dialogue, friendship, néwdlegy
knowledge and skills, cultural enactment, and empowerment of agency in seffsexptéat

evolved into peer tutoring.
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Novice to Expert: Practice Transforms Learners into Tutors

Lave and Wenger (1991) discuss individual participation in a community as a way of
understanding knowledge, learning skills, and an overall transformation of the fgased.on
the data and my observation, Brock and Stewie engaged in a set of milestonenegpeasethey
moved from novices to skilled technology users and peer tutors. While engaged in milestone
experiences, Brock and Stewie were introduced to the conceptual strandsaofeselfess,
respect, cooperation, trust, responsibility, reflection, and social justiGBRDG, Brock and
Stewie first encountered the theoretical context that guided theirrigaKnowledge, self-
awareness, skills, and dispositions are embedded in a carefully sequenced, dexallypme
appropriate six-week outline for technology instruction. The examination of th&nses

learners was at the heart of being members of CBRDG and key to their devalopme

Peer Tutoring

Peer tutoring is a widely studied instructional strategy in educatioeaRéson the
success of peer tutoring suggests it can be a powerful tool in improving classréanmgeces
(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Burish, 2000). Peer tutoring has been effective in improvirgacakills in
the subject tutored. Damon and Phelps (1989b) defined peer tutoring as an “approach in which
one child instructs another child in material on which the first is an expert and dinel s2a
novice” (p. 11). The authors believe the language shared between tutors anid gitegsr and
therefore easier to understand. Moreover, the language interaction betweentpexoirasd
tutee can be more balanced and lively than the teacher-led instruction. Damon ped&teel
that, unlike adult-child instruction, the expert in peer tutoring is not very far rehicva the

novice in authority or knowledge, nor does the expert have any special claintsuctimsal
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competence. Although the relationship is not exactly equal in status, the ctioudsséveen

the two is high in mutuality.

At the beginning of the CBRDG, | provided instruction in the technology and literacy
knowledge and skills required for members of the CBRDG to complete their projeatsvét,
as time passed, and Brock and Stewie’s knowledge and skills evolved, they becoee acti
participating members and experienced a role-switch from novice to ekipeirtnewly
acquired technology and literacy expertise enabled them to work independergiyeandhlly to
assist other members in working on their projects. Brock and Stewie’stagpetearning and
desire to finish their comic book projects propelled them ahead of the others. Knowingeve we
on a schedule and that | believed in teaching everyone at the same time,i8r&tkwaie
became assistants in the group. Thus, the developing group members benefitethBaagea
tutoring by Brock and Stewie. The emotional and psychological improvementsgrbtipe
members changed. Learning technology functions and literacy skills itedcher and having
their new knowledge reinforced by their peers enhanced self-estegnbénepl using MS
Word in vignette figure 5-1 with Brock’s help), social behaviors (e.g., sharingstond taking
turns while talking), and peer relations (e.g., helping one another with th&ictsiojA broader
longitudinal benefit overflowed into the dialogue settings as the memberadevare focused,
cooperative, and emotionally energized. Although research suggests owdrftmsge types of
positive behaviors into other settings, | did not have an opportunity to observe whether or not the
CBRDG members’ change was present in their traditional classroangg&tamon & Phelps,

1989h).
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Brock and Stewie Emerge as Technology Tutors

During weeks two, three, and four, | introduced and instructed the students on the
application and various functions of Microsoft™ Word (MS Word), scanning, and PowerPoint.
Unfortunately, Daniel missed the first session and felt lost during the secekdIwéhe first
session, Brock, Stewie, and KK had created and written their comic book summaries in
preparation for the activities planned for the second week. During the secdnd éess
Chapter Ill), | demonstrated how to navigate the desktop environment and identify theMS W
icon, followed by instructions on how to open the icon by double clicking on the Smartboard
screen. Within MS Word, members learned that the blinking cursor in the whiteisd&cates
the position and ready to type mode. | typed a short four-line story in order to detecastira
explain a few essential icons on the menu bar. The basic menu tools introduced were, spell
checker, font face and size, page alignment, bold, italics, underline, cut, copyyanthsswas
followed by instruction on the steps for saving and naming their documents (e.g.,
their_name_summary) and placing them in the group folder, and then into their individual
folders. At the end of my application instruction, each student had the opportunity toephésctic
or her newly learned skill by using my document at the Smartboard. After the indejpende
demonstration, they were discharged to type their summaries in MS Word aitsighed

terminals.

Wanting to be at the same position as his peers, Daniel decided to write his samdnary
ignore the MS Word instruction, demonstrations, and practice. As a result, hedeglditgonal
assistance. After showing Daniel how to access the application, | told him totyggigig his
summary so we could move on to the next demonstration of the menu bar and instructions for

saving the document. Upon returning some 10 minutes later to work with him on the pgxt ste
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saw that Brock was at Daniel’s terminal offering one to one peer instructemained to watch
and listen to their dialogue. I thought it would be important to make sure that Braecswiis
and uses of terminology were clear. The following vignette and imagssalle Brock’s peer
tutoring with Daniel. (Elliot could not participate in the video or audiotaping. Insteaibok

charge of the hand held camera and followed us around the room.)

Vignette Figure 5-1: Brock Instructs Daniel — MS Word

In addition to studying Brock’s contribution during small group dialogues, Vaealhis
expanded role as a peer tutor in the following interaction with Daniel. Micilgsasmaf Brock in
both formats shows that his participation produced the needed ritual ingredientsgthstrénis
position in the community. Brock expanded his student role to teacher as hel d3srses in
MS Word. Brock integrated various aspects of teaching, such as repetition, aststigns, and
modeling. In this sense, he saw himself as equally responsible for Daniegdtanderg the
functions of Word. Beyond his sense of joint responsibility for Daniel’'s learningmetcBrock
subconsciously used my mannerisms in posture and speech to create a comfortableexpe
Although my initial intention was to help Daniel, Brock’s initiation tempoyaeimoved me
from the equation. Overall, Brock assisted in the technology instruction more theadibed.
Beyond his contribution of participation in group dialogue, Brock also contributed to tegkinol
practices, which helped structure learning in the CBRDG. Upon close examiobthe
vignette, | saw evidence of Brock’s ability to transport culture leanwed the whole group
teacher-led technology instruction sessions and to reenact these pihatilcgdis teaching

session with Daniel.
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Brock and Daniel’'s peer tutoring interaction demonstrated signs of mutuattraspe
synchrony that seemed to build strong levels of solidarity. Upon close analysuld see
symmetry between Brock’s alert, slightly leaning-forward posture andrigaged pose during
class. In fact, Daniel and Brock shared several different body positions, deaniag forward,
posturing upright, tilting the head, pointing at the screen, following hand movewidntesye
gaze, and striking a resting pose. Brock set the tone for this mini-segsmigaging Daniel’s
focus by asking questions and modeling different functions. In turn, Daniel’'s@ttand
responses indicated appreciation. Brock’s alertness coexisted with hsatesntion and focus
on every word, gesture, and motion. While this particular analysis also incltmgssEhon-
verbal responses, they were significant enough to confirm his expanded ideatitytied group

as a peer tutor.

Individual  Instruction
Brock: “Well first ...”
(Wilson approaches the two boys.)
(Brock had Daniel’'s attention. Brock standing behind Daniel.
Brock’s left arm is behind Daniel and the right side of his body
is leaning into the cubicle. Brock’s right arm is slightly on the
" table and his hand has control of the mouse. Daniel is sitting
back and his head and eyes are focused on Brock’s movement.)

Wilson: (My question interrupts Brock’s flow of thoughts)
“Brock, you will help him save the document?”

Brock: “Yeah, Daniel you might want to save it.”
(Daniel leans forward and places his left elbow on the table and hand to his
mouth.)

Daniel: “So, yeah, | know. | go on this and'...

-~ (Daniel uses a finger on his left hand to point to the screen.
Then with his right arm and hand he motions toward the
mouse. Daniel pulls back when Brock spoke about running the
spell check)

. SN l/‘
Brock: “Yeah, Daniel you might want {pause)ah spell check before saving.”
(Brock points to the ‘abc’ icon on the screen)
Daniel: (Daniel takes a finger on his left hand and points to the ‘abc’ icon after Brock)

(Short pause before speaking)Htis thing. Okay,”
(Pause)



Brock:

Wilson:

Daniel:

Wilson:

Brock:

Stewie:

Wilson:

Brock:

Daniel:

Brock:
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(Daniel extends his right arm and hand to gain control of the
mouse. His body position changes as he leans forward to
complete the action. Brock’s body position does not change
= and his eyes focus on Daniel’'s actions.)

“Done.” (hesitant tone)
“Yeah. Now you need to save this thing so the name will show here.”
(Brock points to the title bar and Daniel’'s head and eyes move along with him.)
(I interject with another question to encourage use of the terminology)
“What is he saving?”
(Brock puts his hand on Daniel's shoulder)
(Both pause then Daniel speaks)
“Save - the story.”
(In the background, I ask — how is he saving it - file, save, you have to name it.
That is the summary okay. Brock and Daniel were engaged with each other.)
“Take theg(pause)ah cursor to the menu bar and select File.”
(Brock points to the word file. Then he leans his right arm on the cubicle wall)
“After that point to save or wait you can also click on the disk.”
(Brock moved into the cubicle again and points to the save icon on the menu bar)
“Now you get this box — | forgot the name — to name the file.”

(Long pause. Then, Brock and Daniel look to me for help. |
am standing at the corner of the desk unit. Daniel leans
back and away from the computer and looks up. Brock

, continues leaning forward with his right arm and hand in

' the same position. Brock slightly turns his head to look at
me.)

(As | was about to speak, Stewie pushes his chair and sticks his head around. The
three of us look at him as he answers)

“The directory. And don’t forget to put your name.”

“Right, the directory.”

(I was a little stunned which resulted in Brock and | speaking the words ‘the
directory’ at the same time)

“Oh Yeah, the directory. Thanks. Click where you see ‘file name’ qgred ty
summary. Now go to my documents.”

“Go to my documents??”

(in a hesitant and unsure tone)

(Brock begins to move away from the computer to speak to

m Daniel. He looks at Daniel. Then Brock leans forward to point
to “my document”)

“Yeah, and look over here, we learned this last week - click on that yellow - to
make a new folder - new folder is down there, put in your name.”



164

(After Brock tells Daniel the next step, he completely steps
back from the computer to provide Daniel with the room to

type.)

- (Body positions change as Brock moves away from the
computer to the outside of the cubicle. Daniel sitting in the
cubicle leans forward. He is in control of the keyboard and
computer screen. Brock continues to look on over Daniel’s
right shoulder.)

Daniel: “Done, done.”
(Daniel leans back and folds his hands)
Brock: “Good, now take this mouse and take your thigadse)ah document which is

right here and pull it inside the Daniel folder. Done.”
(Daniel claps his hands at his accomplishment.)
Wilson: “Finished, beautiful. Thank you Brock and Daniel.”

Immediately following the teacher-led instruction on MS Word, Brock is abbkiotis
newly acquired information and redirect it in a linear manner for Daniel. Regemy journal
notes about this encounter, | remember how truly amazing this was then and nostcsthe
video clip. In this one minute fifty second clip, Brock presented himself as a kn@viedgand
coteacher of technology. His ability to give clear directives in@tdae manner impressed me.
Brock, very comfortable in his role as coteacher, was not embarrasseddwafea | briefly
interjected with questions or suggestions for next steps to pursue. In fact, henadifdeus
and active eye contact with Daniel and the activity while responding to nsfiapuse More
impressive is Brock’s acceptance of help from Stewie. The close social hemebdrock and
Stewie manifested when Stewie entered the conversation with the answegaestion. Both
Brock and Daniel thanked him. Brock established the ability to tune in and stay onwibirse
Daniel and tune out activity that might disrupt Daniel’s focus. He did not allow Sseari my
interjections to derail his focus on Daniel. As he instructed Daniel, Brockaedcted words

by replacing them with the terminology learned. His ability to redlathe essential components
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learned included running the spell check before saving the document. Brock noticed Qhaiel ha
few misspelled words in his document and suggested cleaning it up before movingepshe st
on saving. One very important aspect about saving and naming a document istthto aaié

the name on the title bar. Brock also found the appearance of the document’s nameilen the ti
bar valuable. He highlighted this by pointing to the area on the screen Wwher@te would be
displayed. As he moved on to the save function, Brock told Daniel the two ways he could save
his document — either clicking on the word file or on the disk icon. When Brock mentioned the
disk icon, he pointed to it. Brock was very thorough with the steps on saving which included
Daniel creating an individual folder to store his work. His effortless and uniedlassistance to

his peer are summed up by my compliment at the end. | was elated and theeadill

contained joy as apprehensions about my own abilities, the short timeframe, tidemulti

technology applications, and the writing structure were eased.

Teacher’s Journal — Field Note

Watching Brock’s performance made me curious. | wanted to know how he was able to
effortlessly complete his work and offer peer teaching without my help. AnhthefeBrock’s
tutoring, | asked him how he remembered all the steps to MS Word, includingge#&blder.
He looked at me with a child-like expression as if | should know. Then he said, “Stehlie a
wrote everything down. In addition, Mr. O. let us to come to the lab to practice by ourselves
This is so much fun.” | asked to see his notes. Brock went over and spoke with Stewie. Then he
returned with their two work folders. As he opened his folder, | noticed it waouganized.
Brock identified each work segment with labeled post-it notes — summaggsmstoryline, and
tech directions. | asked, “How did you think to use post-it notes?” He replied, “Wedgtice

wrote on them last week and put them on your paper in your folder.” He pulled out thiemkrect
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from both folders to show me. The loose-leaf papers were folded in half to teplisaall

notebook. He pointed to page one, removed the post-it, and said,

This is what we learned last week, see. We talked about
the comic book and writing parts of a story. Then you
showed us how to create a folder. Look | wrote it in
steps. You kept saying how important it is to remember
where our folder is. So, we didn’t want to mess up. We
tried to help KK but she is on a different floor and
Daniel wasn't here.

Contradiction — Wilson Inhibits Brock’s Agency as Peer Tutor

In the vignette figure 5-1, my actions and speech interrupt Brock’s concentraiien w
tutoring Daniel. When | returned to Daniel and found Brock assisting, | was uoaablatuish
my responsibilities as a teacher. Rather than stand and observe Brock #oriek | interject
with questions. Elliot was there videotaping the interaction. In watching thetajoke | see how
my teacher personality failed to remain a background figure. | realizéesise for the students
to learn technology overpowered my desire for them to be agents. At the timegHttBooick’'s
pausing was an invitation for me to ask my question. Upon close analysis of the videotape, |
realize that his pausing was an opportunity for Daniel to digest the informatiorcd ot
guestion overlapped with Brock’s train of thought and associated speech. Nosetbates|
and Brock did not stop to look at me or acknowledge my words. Confident in his abilities, Brock
momentarily paused, but was able to pick up where he left off. | believe my preseheerbal
interruption might have caused Daniel to become nervous. The second time | edesjastto
ensure the proper use of terminology and steps to save the document. While | am nat oapture
video, | am in the background. My talking over Brock or at the same time could have confused
both boys. Fortunately, Daniel did not default to my suggestion because of mgrpasiti

teacher. Brock, at the same time, did not permit me to take over or truncate they. age
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Field Note — Microanalysis of Brock and Stewie Modeling Teacher’s Style

On the micro level, | studied how Brock and Stewie’s peer interactions demenstrat
culture being enacted. Learning technology for Brock and Stewie was decinigly rigorous
and intensely social event in which they interacted with the CBRDG cumguhembers, and
teacher. After reviewing the video data several times, | realireckBand Stewie adopted my
teaching style and mannerisms. In the CBRDG, | had a very hands-on antalrdpproach to
instructing with technology. The atmosphere in our field was open to exploratpiryi, and
freedom. It was evident that both Brock and Stewie were highly alert and ohiresbe results
of our group. In addition to their energy and the focus they brought to the grocp,aBic
Stewie also demonstrated “expert” aspects of dialogue, technology knowledig@plication,
and leadership abilities. Their newly acquired knowledge and charactesigtitas
membership, coteaching, and leadership were evident as they provided valudtidekem the
group learning processes and implemented peer-tutoring practiceshibheilegree of verbal
participation, attentiveness, and manner of assisting peers who seemed to hasevitbubl
technology functions were concrete manifestations of the group’s dialogue anddeHfects.
In particular, Brock seemed especially interested in whether or not hisyererkearning the
material. The transcripts above present an exchange in which both Brock andegiploig

teaching strategies to insure that their peers stay on-task and involved ioup's gctivities.

Brock’s Mannerism 4n vignette figure 5-1, Brock worked with Daniel in MS Word. |
saw and heard my gesture style and speech combination. As Brock spoke, he did not rush
through the steps. He did not allow my interjecting comments and questions to deialbi
on Daniel. Brock spoke clearly and paused to look at Daniel from time to time. The lorbaks i

instruction allowed Daniel to digest the information. It also enabled Brocletdify whether or
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not Daniel understood the steps. If Brock realized that Daniel was not &slg@lsorbing the
steps or functions, he offered additional information or pointed to the specific areaoit

the screen. For example, Brock advised Daniel to run the spellchecker befoge Baniel’'s
action was not immediate. Therefore, Brock pointed to the “abc” icon. This actiorl daasiel

to look at the area of the screen where his finger was pointing. Then, Dariable to point to
the icon on his own with his finger followed by the mouse to execute the function. Breck tun
into Daniel's feelings and tuned out the potentially disruptive voices of Stewima. In
response to noting that Daniel appeared a little nervous and unsure Brock eseatgehby as a
coteacher and provided reassurance by putting his left hand on Daniel’s shbhilslgesture

appeared to have a calming effect upon Daniel.

At the beginning of their interaction, Brock had to share the same space withtDanie
acquaint him with the MS Word and Desktop environment. Brock leaned in and took control of
the mouse. However, when Daniel needed the space to type or to be engaged with thex,comput
Brock released the mouse and either moved aside or to the outside of the workspaaghAlt
he looked on, he allowed Daniel to attempt the work. This is very similar to the nstyuicted
the group at the Smartboard. During my instruction in MS Word (see ChaptéatKed
guestions to ensure each member understood. | always identified the differemind¢basscreen
by pointing to them. The pointing gestures served the purpose associating the looatids,
and explanation of its function. However, the most important aspect of the technologgtimstr
session was permitting the students to practice their new skill. | colg@attconsciously
moved away from the Smartboard, computer, and mouse. | wanted them to be able to explore

without fear that | would shut them down.
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Brock’s tone was very mild and confident. He used the exact words that | had used
during group instruction when he told Daniel to “to run the spellchecker before saxhgri
Daniel displayed hesitation, Brock did not get excited or express judgmenirehhigy to
immediately follow through with the steps. When Brock realized Daniel migfet di#ficulty
recalling information, he spoke the steps in a supportive way that sugtiedtbd was there to
help him. At the point when Daniel had to click to create a new folder, he becatteladitin
the directory. Brock helped him identify the folder by calling it by the coleliéw.” | often
compliment the students on their writing or technology performance. Brock atso use

complimentary speech. He either agreed with Daniel or praised him wdlwkirds.

Stewie’s Teacher Talk In the vignette below, Stewie shared his finished comic with the
group at the Smartboard. He tells them what he is going to do and waits ugtotipefocused
on him. As he proceeded, Stewie indicates the application necessary fotiqgdjeccomic. |
observed that Stewie uses a combination of my gestures, tone, and position. Intcregté
instructed the group in MS Word. As the teacher, it was necessary to use geslyrege t
contact, and physical movements to maintain the students’ focus. | pointed at the ar@asus
on the screen to locate and identify the icons and explained their functions.Asihed a
function, my hands were used as a way to express my thoughts and the upcoming actions. In
analyzing my manner of speech, | noticed that my tone was always mild as®alfé asked
the students a question and they did not know the answer, | changed my tone in a way to assist
them in understanding the question. Always conscious that | am instructing, | triedohmtk
the members’ view of the screen. In fact, the first thing | did when | @atkéhe front of the
room was to move the table that holds the mouse and keyboard to the far side of the Smartboard.

This allowed me to stand at the side and not in the front of the screen.
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Vignette Figure 5-2: Stewie Displays His Work Using PowerPoint and the Smartboard

At the end of session five, Stewie, like Brock, had completed, for the most part, hts comi
book and wanted to display it to the class via a slide show using the Smartboard. He
demonstrated great confidence in working with different technologies amdisapplications.

When | offered some assistance in the form of guidance, Stewie took in the iossactd
followed along without losing his position. He did not perceive my intervention as shutting him
down in any way. He was very proud to show his work and demonstrate his understanding of

both PowerPoint and the Smartboard touch directives.

Daniel, KK, and Elliot were interested in knowing how he and Brock finished their
comics. Therefore, Stewie engaged in a mini presentation to tell his story arzhsbdis
newly acquired talents. He discussed the steps learned over the previous weeks|teat the
initial writing process, image, and story creation as well as the technologgatippls. Stewie
indicated the importance of understanding the functions of MS Word, Scanning, and PotverPoi
in creating and assembling his comic book. He talked about some writing issues laglg the
Brock gave him. Stewie emphatically stated the importance of writing ddermiation, and
directions, and the advantage of having more time in the lab to work on his comic. He let them

know he and Brock had made special arrangements to come to the lab during lunch.

Individual Instruction Comic Book Images

Stewie: “I will now show you my comic.”
(works with the mouse to locate
PowerPaoint)

Wilson: “Is this your finished comic?”

Stewie: (pauses and waits for the group to



Wilson:

Stewie:

Wilson:
Stewie:

Daniel:
Brock:
Stewie:
KK:

Daniel and

Brock:
Stewie:

focus on him)

“Yes, | will open PowerPoint — to
open PowerPoint you must find the
icon, double click on it with your
finger or ah this, the mouse, next yo
must open the file by clicking on -
file, open, then the file. Here it is.”

“That looks great. Do you remember
how to run the slideshow?”

“Yes, to make the slide show click on
this icon with your finger. | can click
on this with my finger here,
right?”(Stewie points to the slide
show icon at the bottom of the
screen)

“Yes, you can.”

“This is the cover of my comic.
Oops, | want to start at the beginning.
So | have to go back. — you can click
on the arrow to go back.”

(Stewie accidentally touched the
screen and the pages advanced. He
then points and taps the back arrow
to return to the intro page.)

“What are you telling us about your
comic? What is the name?”

Yeah, what is the name?

“The title is right herépointing to
the screen and saying)“A real
child in television.™
(Pointing to the television)

“Oh, and it looks like a television “
“Yeah, it does.”

!

“To change the slide you can click on
the arrow or this [spells out] - pg dn
button.”

(Stewie change slide)
“And these are my characters |
created and scanned them in.”

(Daniel says “that is very nice” and
starts reading the characters
description. Then Brock joins him in
reading)
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Daniel:

Stewie and
Brock:

Wilson:

Stewie:

Daniel:

Stewie:

Activity

Daniel:

(Brock clicks the next slide)
“How did you make the letters look
like that?”

(speaking together)

“It is comic something .”.
(Stewie says, “I can show you
after.”)

“That is nice. Look at the
biography.”

(Daniel exclaims — ooh!)

(Daniel and Brock read Stewie’s
biography)

and stuff.”

(Stewie changes slijle

“This is the introduction to my
comic. This is the first part of the
comic. It tells us what is going to
happen in the story.”

(change slide)

“Here CJ is sitting in his chair and
watching his favorite television sho
on the family channel. His favorite
character is Peter. Then suddenly a
alien appears from the sci-fi channel
and begins chasing CJ.”

“Wow, look at this. Yeah, keep
going.”

(Stewie change slide)

“Here Peter tells CJ, “I need your
help.”

(Daniel and Brock are discussing
Stewie’s pages and pointing to the
details)

“This stuff is so cool.'(he points to
the dialogue boxes)
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Stewie:

Daniel:

Stewie:

KK:

Stewie:

(Stewie change slide)
“Here as Peter is running away fromj®
the alien, he tells CJ again he needs
help.”

“CJ presses a button on the remote
and he goes into the television.”

“Wow, look at how long his neck is —
and then the conclusion what did he
do — he saved the world.”

“The conclusion — this tells what
happens at the end.”

“This is the part where Peter gives G
the crystal to transform into a
fighting alien.”

“That is the most important part.”
“CJ is running after the aliens
chasing Peter. This is him killing the
alien.”
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Stewie:
Activity

Wilson:

“Then he and Peter build a wall
between the family and sci-fi
channels.”

“Then Peter thanks CJ and he retur
to the regular world. Here he is bac
in his chair.”

“Then it goes back to the regular
PowerPoint. And to change the lette
you click (points to the fontpn the
arrow and select this one — comic
sans”

“Beautiful — that was wonderful!”
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Prior to starting any functions, Stewie waited for the students to settle dowocaisch

him. Stewie described the steps needed to open PowerPoint. Once in the application, he

proceeded to the directory to locate the file. When he said, “Here it is,”itdethme of the

way | reassure students to take their time to recall the steps and thatltiadyays find their

work. He pointed to the screen indicating different areas such as the titleger. iffiere was a

point when he started talking and his slide advanced. He calmly recognized tbanasan

occurrence and told us how to get back to the correct talking position. As Stewiequtdsgnt

comic, he was able to integrate the literacy components learned duringltigeielisessions

along with the identification of technology functions. All the while, he used the apgpri
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terms and steps. His peers, mesmerized by him, got out of their seats tosakéocks. Stewie

embraced their questions about the text style, biography, and characters.

Stewie exhibited ease, confidence, and skill in presenting the elementangtess
complete his comic. He demonstrated his knowledge along with dexterity inthising
Smartboard and navigating the Microsoft environment. Stewie took his time in takirsgory,
pointing to the different images, and answering the responses and questions. Themothersm
were so very impressed with his work that they did not want to sit down; ratheyatieyed at
the Smartboard and became fully engrossed in his storytelling. In hindsighty$tandethat
what drew the participants out of their seats was their emotional energgtivelleffervescence,
and group solidarity that radiated around his delivery. While not every sessiontfelathat

was inspiring to be there with a group of students who were enthusiasticallyipgpdulture.

In analyzing my field notes on the growing cultural re/production of technology and
terminology use as well as the new demeanors of Brock and Stewie, | conalitdesl ¢
re/production is a never-ending process. If students are involved in a communitytiobgheat
holds technology as one of its “sacred symbols,” it becomes foregrounded. At thinsame
constant technology use makes it a viable and transparent tool. A community icepheatt
values technology use, teacher knowledge and experience, and group actinitiefpcstudents
satisfy the diverse demands of the many fields in their lives such as, school andkome
student’s re/produce culture in the CBRDG, there is potential to simultaneousg cha
technologies and literacy with the positive emotional energy necessarystblypspark change
in their home classrooms. Although I did not have an opportunity to withess changes if any in
their classrooms, | hope the students were able to enact the same practiceBRDG. Based

on the teaching/learning practices in the CBRDG, it appears that techndggyl and
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teacher experience cannot be isolated from one another. These entitieseradt Mte must
capitalize on the transient nature of culture as it travels through the mstigpé fields, such as
classrooms, computer labs, and training sessions.

This research supports the creation of opportunities for student technologeeay it
knowledge and skills development and the implementation of peer teaching in tectioology
more effective learning in urban schools. Being involved in a learning commaimiyivaduals
which collectively values learning, technology, knowledge and skills energizstutients to
produce new culture. The association and practices in the CBRDG creategtaccapataling
effect that enabled students to begin identifying themselves as technodogyand peer tutors.
Since students move through multiple structures (e.g., classrooms, schodligcdfetee), they
continuously enact and produce new culture that can be used in another. Although the fields are
separate, they are linked to each other through the students who act as conhactiets.
Since Brock and Stewie’s interactions in the CBRDG was not teachatadior coerced, their
actions can be seen as concrete demonstrations of cultural productios; réyataduction and
transformation that can be replicated in other urban classrooms to transistingegraching

and learning styles for the benefit of all students.

Collective Identity as Learners Build Social Development, Respect, and Solidarity

Communities of practice are essential to social life and social developrhen@BRDG
members’ collective identity as learners, teachers, students, tutorgsaadchers is intertwined
with individual participation and practices and evolves into becoming part of and belémgin
community (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The aligning of the cultures of teaching amihiggar
enabled both the students and me to mutually create our own exciting cultural identity as

technology users in the CBRDG. The interaction of the members along with theause of
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cultural community tools played an important role in the growth and social develophtleat
individual and group. Brock and Stewie’s use of the community tools had a direct bearing on
their progressive social and technological development in the group. In tHe@&BRey
demonstrated an appreciation for technology knowledge and skill, as evidenced ay theyw
responded to their peers. Brock and Stewie were able to generate positienaheoiergy and
build solidarity through their literacy and technology teaching abilitieeyTlearly valued the
tools of the CBRDG as sacred symbols (Collins, 2004). Although it is difficult toifigl@otv
intangible sacred symbols (such as verbal exchange) influence and mediatéactibass
Collins (2004) stated participants use sacred symbols to maintain membeitsi@gommunity.
For example, when Brock helped Daniel to learn the functions of MS Word, he captufekd
attention. Brock asked Daniel questions to ensure that he was following alond, Dania,
positively responded to his questions with a simple yes or a head nod. Additionally,sDanie
eyes were fully focused on Brock’s finger as he pointed at the screen ontouke. These
interactions between Brock, Daniel, Stewie, and the group signified respect ort thieipa
participants as recipients and the emergence of solidarity. These faetoomsidered in the

next two sections.

Respect

During the group dialogue sessions, the members began respecting eaahathely
also respected the diverse knowledge and skills | brought to the group. The membgnized
that | was at the center as the primary holder of power because of mycapdi@ associated
with being a member of the faculty. For example, when Brock and Daniel could notbemem
the word “directory” in the first vignette, they looked to me for the answer. #awehen

Stewie interjected the answer, both Brock and Daniel expressed apprecahaifelp. The
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respect grew into a trust that facilitated conversation about technologyeaady, as well as

general personal topics.

In our CBRDG field, each member had opportunities to contribute to the field in different
ways. We collectively talked during dialogue sessions, practiced during teghmoes$tructions,
and/or inquired and shared in pairs. During the sharing of comic information, the members
displayed deep respect to the one talking by not interrupting or by offering@oguar
comment, when necessary. In chapter four, Brock shared his comic book storysaratidins
with Stewie. He was able to move about the page and discuss information about thersharac
with Stewie’s full attention. In fact, Stewie’s eyes were glued txBs every move as he

pointed to images or flipped the pages.

Solidarity

Reviewing the vignettes on cultural enactment allowed me to analyze baud oef peer
interactions in the form of gestures, body movements, eye gazes, and head nodsfthttesigni
growth of solidarity (Collins, 2004). The CBRDG is a unique group with boundaries that
separated us from the general student population. Inside the structure of our group, we
experienced positive emotions as a direct result of sharing information, iddakilés specific
to our domain (Tobin, Seiler, & Elmesky, 2005). | was able to capture elements oflbtayyt
and technology talk during which there was evidence of group entrainment indigated b
rhythmic body movement, overlapping speech, and eye gazing on the speaker. Quearsine c
of the six weeks of group meetings, | observed the group’s interaction pattennsliteted a
growth of unity. In the first vignette, Daniel’s eyes were focused on Broc&igements as he

pointed to different objects or areas in MS Word. Their bodies were positioned in a mahner th
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represented teaching and learning. Both Daniel and Brock were part offtbssace at the
same time. Daniel sat on his cubicle chair and Brock stood on his right side. Bro&dshow
commitment to helping Daniel by leaning forward into the cubicle space. [pemiaitted Brock
access by sitting back. However, when Daniel needed to perform a function, Broe# oub\of
the space to allow Daniel the space to work comfortably. In the second vignetteSieige
presented his comic to the group, everyone was focused on his work. In fact, Brock, KK, Daniel
and Elliot left their seats to move closer to the screen. In this way, oalgcthey were able to
point to different parts of his comic or read together his information. According tm§;dllihe
greater the synchrony, the greater the entrainment, the greaterndaetyohnd identity
consequences; and entrainment reaches much higher levels by activity thanyp§ss8a). In
these successful dialogues, all members, except Elliot, were able to certtvikbug

conversation.

| had created a ritual chain, which, in effect, celebrated our newfound litaraagedge
through the acquisition of technology skills. The practices and activities degtetofhe
CBRDG created a space for socializing and enacting roles as tutassribatikely to emerge in
a traditional classroom. In fact, of the many resulting benefits of beingrdenef the CBRDG,
perhaps the most significant was the opportunity for each participant to expreshédns
experiences, feelings, and opinions. Brock and Stewie shared their newly aceghrealdgy
and literacy knowledge as peer tutors with other members in the group; andeasiiee, t| was
able to provide technology and literacy skills, knowledge, and function that connected to the
students in school and in their home worlds. During a side conversation with Brock, Stelwie, a
Daniel, they told me how the “spell check” function in MS Word could help them write their

papers and complete homework. The group members’ receptive responses to BrocWwiasl Ste
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tutoring skills evoked positive emotional energy in the group. These actionsicregpect,
increased group solidarity, and produced new culture. In turn, as the teachgoaddeabout the

way my capital was accepted and permitted to work in this field as a mefrthes group.

Community of Practice Fights Stereotype

In my teaching experience, | have witnessed how teachers, students, ancthe gen
school staff speak about special education students. They view urban special edwchdiia s
of color as dilatory, recalcitrant, disruptive, and incapable of learning. Addingpthponent of
poverty to disability creates a ridiculously negative stereotype thardsfor me as a teacher,
and | am certain for the students to dispel. However, the technology learning coynmuni
encouraged me to form a very different opinion about urban special education studenestd c
realize that, as a teacher, | carried traditional opinions and hegemonicgwacttd the CBRDG.
At first, my past exposure to emotionally disturbed students kept the possibility ofstsitiiu
the forefront of my mind. However, as time passed, | began to really see thasthdsugh
their talents and not their disabilities. These students saw me as a person &ed ofd¢ne
group. Unlike in my classroom and school where the teachers make it a point to hiplalidht
am an alternatively certified teacher, my transition status did noéméthin the CBRDG. The
members acknowledged my position, but did not label me as teacher, speciabadeeatier,
or researcher. In our unique little group, we were individuals who convened with a purg@se a
goal. As the teacher, | accommodated students in terms of pace, intetegpapian, and level
of support. Although we met on school grounds, the stigmas and stereotypes that agcompan
students labeled with disabilities were left outside our field. As a teadlidrnbt permit
disruptive characteristics to curtail our interactions. The students wertofbe individuals and

exercise their intellectual ability. We created and defined our space.
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Ontology offers insight into who we are and who we have been so that we can gain new
visions of who we can become. In CBRDG, the development of Brock and Stewie@izgdbri
identities as students labeled with a disability, users of technology, andnesteseqjuired them
to straddle between their classrooms in general education and participatiogroughén the
self-contained division of the school. For Brock and Stewie, the process of hgtiwidizerved
social and cultural purposes. Being D75 students, they often alluded to their leybiitdintities
when describing the complex ontologies that must be employed in their home clagatbiom
CBRDG. In their classrooms, they want to fit in and be accepted by theirgseegular
students, but this means hiding their disabilities and dissociating with anythindeceds
special education. Yet, due to their association in CDRDG and a special @dteather, they
take on additional identities as technology learners, users, and coteatbersgroup, Brock
and Stewie are free to be students without any stigmas while engagingativay with others.

The CBRDG’s membership was both simple and intricate. As a group, the members
engaged in dialogue that expressed their respect for each other ane idas. | taught
technology and literacy functions, but the members practiced various waygtatatie two
entities. In particular, Brock and Stewie’s ability to transfer thewly acquired knowledge into
shared teaching points to assist the other members represented a defmpujrtifpr the
CBRDG.

As a researcher and educator, | explored the social dynamics of the groujpass we
individual relationships that developed between students in the learning commuadglition,
| examined the teaching and learning process. In our community, unlikedhiera
classroom, we focused on maintaining and increasing avenues of communicatiorahmong

participants. Lave and Wenger (1991) said that the situated learning pgespegihasizes that
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the learning processes are related closely to participation in theepsagtia community. Within
the CBRDG, Brock and Stewie, in particular, immersed themselves into our cotyfuni
practice to learn technology skills and literacy knowledge. They were felhtiag participants
in the dialogues and during hands-on instructions. The goal of the CBRDG was to connect
students’ in-school learning experiences to their everyday life worlds athe, same time,
motivate participants to continue acquiring knowledge and skills, in genechlajer six, |
focus on deconstructing special education and looking at students as individuals Wetigeisal

rather than disabilities.

Contradiction - Teacher Learns from Brock and Stewie

In my field notes journal, | captured what | learned from Brock and Stewie and the
process by which we changed roles. In the CBRDG, Brock and Stewie becarteapkers and,
as | observed cultural enactment, | became the student. Reviewing tetesgtescribed in this
chapter, | found myself in the background as a participant/teacher as Brodle, Steiu
expanded and exchanged roles. | learned to relinquish my role as teacher whsarpdce
enable Brock and Stewie to expand their agency. For example, during the secong, riedt
Daniel typing in MS Word with the intention of returning and further assisting himtie
various functions. However, Brock assumed the role of teacher and went through thetkteps
Daniel. It was interesting to watch their interaction. Brock occupied Darmebicle space while
he talked through the steps, asked him questions, and used gestures to locate the icons while
demonstrating the functions. Then, instantaneously, Brock shifted his physicalmposttof the
cubicle which allowed Daniel room to comfortably perform the functions he redidwéhe
second vignette, Stewie demonstrated poise and confidence while preserfimghad comic

book to the group. The fact that he had the patience and confidence to wait until the members
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settled down was impressive. As he shared his comic on the Smartboard, Stesviestayt,
body position, pausing, and gesturing engaged us. These elements enhancetyhcs [aimlg

to life the different technology used, describe the help that he received in comgtiis

project, and tell his comic story. The most salient aspect was Stewie’s batiynpés the
teacher in front of the room, he had the power and ability to obstruct the view of his work or
allow the group full access. Permitting us to experience his hard work captivat¢égnasngto
the side of the screen, Stewie demonstrated that he was conscious of his bodwtionmesamd

onlookers. His manner of teaching enabled all members to appreciate him andkhis wor

Brock and Stewie’s ability to teach the other members what they leaomecfich other
or me during dialogue or technology instruction session was unexpected. | présesunot
because | believed Brock and Stewie were incapable. Rather, | thoughetha&mbers would
need to rely upon me because the group meetings were brief and the technologgideawte
skills were new to the students and included multiple applications | came #e rtbali my
teacher persona and beliefs about students’ performance and needs overflowed BRDke C
However, Brock and Stewie completely helped me readjust my thinking to see stgdents a
capable of helping and teaching one another or the teacher-student and teaamimg-lea

relationships.

CBRDG — A Fertile Field for Cultural Reproduction

| commenced this chapter with a quote by Tobin (2005) because | thought it fitting of the
current situation in my school culture which is reflective of how children dedsifith
disabilities in poor urban school communities are usually overlooked or viewed negdthely
overwhelming social conditions of poverty tend to leak into the school environment. Mare ofte

than not, teachers focus upon the disability of the child, rather than seeing the ahild as
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individual with challenges. If teachers view students with disabilitiesigir a deficit model
lens, technology might not ever be introduced into the culture of the classroom @sragtezol.
A focus on disability can eclipse and sully potential opportunities for studentsrto lear
technology. As a teacher, it is my responsibility to use any teachingystsagand tools (such as
a learning community and technology) available to ensure that all students,ngc¢hmse with
a disability, have equal access to learning. The interactive technologyietitie CBRDG
afforded participants numerous opportunities to learn through practice, dialodwstiities,
including how to use technology as a tool to improve their literacy skills.

The CBRDG was a learning community with a culture that entails a vafietycro
level practices (e.g., participation, dialogue, technology, and literasgheal to the
re/production of student identities as technology users. Micro level behavibesvities that
encourage learning and peer tutoring practices were evident during the varioggedsessions
as Brock and Stewie discussed in detail how they conceived topics for their comic books
developed ideas, and completed their projects using different technology apmpiicitey
shared how they were able to finish their comics by spending additional tiheelabt As a
measure of respect, | did not cut short or interrupt Brock or Stewie’s shatinthe group. In
that way, both students were able to enact their agency through complete expreksion a
gestures. The speaking and tutoring abilities of Brock and Stewie demonstratetbthes from
beginners who learned technology and literacy knowledge to student experts ails wtlzers.
In this manner, | made room in the center. | was no longer the teacher andrsaiy\pith
technology knowledge. Watching and listening to the video segment confirmeddbkitvigrs
able to replicate similar mannerisms, tone, language found during my eddractions with

the group. The different video analyses revealed that as Brock moved to the positiemtofqre
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he wanted his peers to also be active participants in the group. When Brock tutoréamzhnie
KK, he modeled my speech and gestures. When KK or Daniel completed a specific step
correctly, Brock reinforced their feelings of accomplishments bygayery good” or “Good
job.” Reviewing the video segment also allowed me to see the positive influssaterad on
his peers. | felt that both KK and Daniel were, at times, a little resistamy instructions and/or
help because | am a teacher. However, as they witnessed Brock and me wgekinmgy tahey
were more inclined to ask for or receive help.

This chapter illustrates that opportunities to enact new roles must be providedetats
in order for them to learn how to interact effectively in any class. The gpeeifning culture of
the CBRDG allowed students to be part of a multi-entity teaching and learnimguroiy that
includes dialogue, technology, and practice. This type of space affords adpraduction and
transformation through social interaction. Since students must either know ohkeariture
that is specific to their learning environment, the CBRDG became the plabe foarticipants
to access information, training, and practice. In our community, peers responddud dtheas
actions or comments, verbally interacted and answered teacher’s questionsjiandssed
salient issues relevant to the topic—all aspects of cultural and ideptibdrestion. These
exhibited social practices and transformations reinforce my beliefttitsrgs in special
education are capable of higher-level learning, thus refuting the negate@t\gberassociated

with children with disabilities.
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CHAPTER VI

TEACHER'’S STANCE ON SCIENTIFIC TOOLS
FOR TECHNOLOGY AND SPECIAL EDUCATION

Journal Reflection — January 2008

At the close of our last research group, | returned the students to their classndoms a
realized that | forgot my folders and journal in the computer lab. When kedrtteg computer
lab, Mr. O., the school’'s computer teacher presented me with unsolicited combuarittha
comic book research dialogue group’s (CBRDG) activities. In short, he exgpherasgement at
the students’ ability to learn many different technology applications, theinenaf
communication with each other, and their level of productivity. As he compared cmnigan
the CBRDG to his teaching experience in the lab, he implied a prefereribe fBRDG as
reflected in his statement: “I enjoyed being here.” He further cembea that, “Their disability
could have created a very different environment.” When | heard the words used by‘¥eilO
disability,” I found them to be problematic. It reflected the absence dfideaenaking on the
part of the teacher, as if the students’ disabilities created the environthentthan the
interactionsbetween teacher (the responsible party for most decisions being made) and students.
He spoke from the perspective of a teacher in special education who works wittnaityot
disturbed students. In other words, Mr.aDticipateddisruptions. However, the CBRDG
members renewed his hope for students labeled with disabilities. Stewie akdrae regular
visits to the computer lab to work on their projects and to discuss how to help each other. Mr. O.
commented on their high level of commitment to learning different technologig¢beindbility
to focus on the end results. He mentioned how their dispositions changed as a result of being

members of the CBRDG. (In the beginning, both boys were shy in front of the camvkveard
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using technology, and easily frustrated with the slow and outdated computersvétptie

open dialogue format was new to them. In the beginning, | initiated questions topgeisess
from the students. As time passed, the students became less apprehensive taml asteeir
technology knowledge and skills increased.) Mr. O. was particularly ingaréisat Brock and

Stewie emerged as peer tutors in the group.

Mr. O attributed the positive changes in the students to my work, teaching style, a
interaction with the group. | responded by thanking him for his comments. Howelsy, |
attributed the individual growth of knowledge and skills to Brock and Stewie’sdedgarn.
My belief in them crafted a specific situation that created the opportunisyéaess to occur.
As | thought about how Mr. O had anticipated the possibility of students with digabilit
creating a negative situation in his computer lab, | admitted to myself tbat had had similar
concerns. As a teacher who works in a special education setting, | aenadwz sudden and
spontaneous outbursts that can occur. In my six years of teaching, | have wahkselfwi
contained students classified as emotionally disturbed. | have witnesséddeyts aggressive
behaviors, such as bullying, physical altercations, and the destruction aoftproykile | always
tried to see my students as individuals rather than the sum of their disaluhf@sunately |
saw their challenges as prominent. In the CBRDG, | made it a payet to know the members
as people while remaining proactive in regard to any possible disruptions. Wpwimng the
videotape of vignette figure 4-1(see Chapter V) in which the school bell rang dioeinvriting
session, | saw my fear in anticipation of potential disorder. Given my expeasre self-
contained teacher of students classified as emotionally disturbed, | cohielmbiut recognize
the warning signs of student frustration (e.g., sighing, mumbling under thaih pneaking

abrupt sudden moves such as pushing the chair or slamming their fists on the desk) ie respons
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to slow computers that frequently shut down. While | appreciated Mr. O.’s pasitivments
about the CBRDG, | shared with him that I, too, was surprised by the partiCqepdsity to
cope with their frustrations in the computer lab. In fact, it is likely that, thiéyeeutcome in
the computer lab would not have been predicted by most teachers in the school dietteuse
widely held deficit perspective of students with disabilities.

After leaving Mr. O’s computer lab, | continued to reflect on the events amitiastihat
had taken place over the past six weeks. | recalled how at the end of week dyae tido
review the video footage, students’ work, and my notes. Excerpts from my wnidilcgte my
amazement with the accomplishments of these young urban students labeledaiynaind in
need of specialized educational services. | began to see that the student heleavieasors,
dialogue, learning styles, and mannerisms in the CBRDG conflicted witimdgrstanding of
students with disabilities in District 75 (D75). Teaching in District 75vore than six years had
exposed me to students with varying levels of emotional and behavior disturbampoeinded
by the presence of learning disabilities. Over an extended period of timewlthadsed the
significant difficulties that self-contained students with disabiliti285) displayed in regard to
exhibiting appropriate behavior and/or maintaining positive relationships with peer
teachers. In the CBRDG, the students’ classification as emotionallylsid could have
translated into a potentially dangerous situation for all. However, | thinkrgtuftem different
educational settings, the dialogue format, and the establishment of gu#ilsafostered a good
working academic situation. Moreover, since September 2007, four of the five stualemts
been educated in the general education setting. | believe that studentecdutiee general
education environment, Stewie and Brock in particular, had a positive influencacfaotg

sharing, and membership) on KK who remains in a self-contained setting.
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As a researcher, | continually examined the dialectical relationbbipseen
schema|practices and agency|structure in the CBRDG. | did not want nty agehe structures
of the CBRDG to truncate student agency by adding unnecessary oppressivass@hg.,
mandatory seating arrangements and posture, raising hands, rigid rulefgckimg upon the
membership of the CBRDG, | recognized how each student faces multiplerstrebillenges
in his or her daily life — poverty, disability, race—that intersect witedheol policies in ways
that can negatively impact academic growth and agency. Traversidifénent school
structures of PS/MS South Bronx is difficult for the CBRDG students on manyg.léwehapter
four, | discussed how the structures of one building separated the student population b
classification and ability. In other words, self-contained students in ®ig&ischools are
segregated from general education students. Such segregation créiatgs déshame for the
CBRDG students. The CBRDG students placed in general education classritoswgport
were adamant about not wanting to be affiliated with their District 75 hohu®k

As District 75 students in general education classes, Brock and Stewaie nthe
attendance roster of their home schools. Both Brock and Stewie have commentestthe m
embarrassing feeling is to be dismissed from their home school and ngethesial education
class. For example, when the host school dismisses the grades early thedeiits sh general
education classes must return to their home school. During one of our sessions, lunageftot
overhear a conversation among the CBRDG’s members about their negativgsfewiiard
D75. In short, they collectively said that they “didn’t want to be part of it.” ltoed to me how
much these students like being accepted by and associating with geneagiogdstudents. For

example, one identifying mark that separates D75 students who attend genetareduca
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classrooms from their self-contained peers is the host schools’ uniform Bybck, Daniel,
and Stewie wear their uniforms with pride as a symbol of belonging in geleredtion

As inclusion students, Brock and Stewie experience immeasurable freedompesexd
to their self-contained peers. For example, middle school general educatiorissargey
freedoms (such as changing classes without adult escorts and chandjieg icldhe locker
room) that self-contained students do not. Brock and Stewie enjoy mingling witeheral
education peers and acquiring new hip gestures and style. Both boys talk about hawaypuc
enjoy the freedoms afforded in general education, making astute comparisossnbidsteir
experiences in self-contained classrooms and their experiences in gelneetion. The
following dialogue between Stewie and KK illustrates how students speak abdiftehences
between self-contained classrooms and general education.
Stewie: “KK, why can’t you write without Ms. Wilson’s help?”
KK: “In my class, we don’t do much work ‘cause they be fighting all the titiee hard for my
teacher to teach ‘cause he old and stuff. And, yeah he write stuff on the board, baukiicsw
we don’t be doing it ‘cause they be fighting. | don’t think he knows what he doing.”
Stewie: “Do you fight?”
KK: “Yeah, sometimes. | try not to but they be bothering me all the time. They dop.t s
Brock: “Ignore them.”
KK: “It's hard. Y'all don’t know what it like inside all day with them cursing and bothe. So
they make me mad then [ fight. Y’all fight?”
Stewie: “Not really, not anymore. Our teachers are strict and the otherkidfraid so we work

a lot. Except in Science sometimes cause ah Mr. Science is small and semetipiay, but
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then we get our work done. See if we don’t work we get uhm?? Brock, what is tigatahed

when we do the wrong things in class?”

Brock: “Charged.”

Stewie: “Yeah, we get charged and the dean comes in and talks to us. HeBackiguy. So,

like, when he tell us to do something we do it or else. For me | don’t want to go back to a class
like the one you're in. | like being with the other kids.”

There is a clear difference between “being” a District 75 student edunadesklif-
contained class and “being” a District 75 student educated in the inclusion pr&gsed on the
above conversation, it appears that KK has accepted her emotionally distugséatateon and
position as “a problem child” and reacts to negative in-class situatiooslanggdly. The
hegemonic structures limit her social habitus and make the self-contaimegl feett “normal”
to her. The conversation between the CBRDG students awakened in me a serigghts thou
about how the education of students with disabilities intersects with socitbpiog), power,
access, and equality—all of which impact the agency of students with disabllidoking at
KK, Brock, and Stewie, | saw individuals—all born with the potential to exerciseggan
educational settings that afford them very different opportunities. | weddéno benefit§rom
the placement of these students with disabilities into general edudassmoms with support
in a way that preserves the students’ affiliation with District 75. On théan@, the students
are considered “good enough” to attend general education classes; on tirathdney are not
considered to be students of the host school because they do not appear on the atteretance rost
Although educated in the host school, these students are not fully included becaase they
required to return to their home school (D75) for daily dismissal as well adifwnistration of

state examinations. Most appalling is the fact that self-containechstutke KK, are
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completely excluded from participating in general education and assgaeiath general
education students.

In this chapter, | contend that “separate is equal” treatment has beenl feyithee power
and mandates ™o Child Left BehindNCLB) in NYC schools. In turn, the power of NCLB has
suffocated théndividuals with Disability Education A€tDEA). As a result, special education
students classified with learning or emotional disabilities are resperisr the same curriculum
and same standardized examination as general education students lpetrelagated to one
degree or another to separate educational settings. The different @thicsgitings have
significant implications for students with disabilities in regard to the tyuadiitheir education
(e.g., teaching methods) and even the modified standardized curriculum to which they may

exposed.

Critical Theories Give Birth to Deceptive Accessibility

| use critical theory to examine American school’s culture and revisions made t
education policy (NCLB and IDEA) that focuses on student academic achieverdentpact
educational settings. The American school’s culture is based on the White uppeddied mi
class standards (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997). In chapter one, | address h&aMNLCIDEA’s
view student achievement (standardized test scores) as a priority andmesguifor producing a
competitive and competent workforce to meet global demands (Spring, 1998). Thes addicie
highlight technology as a tool that when utilized is capable of enhancing academdiclosing
the achievement gap between the races and scientifically basedhesetre method to
measure, interpret, identify, and sort students based on their abilities. Siteregtege of
IDEA mirrors NCLB, poor urban students labeled with disabilities who are in@apébl

achieving will be sorted and segregated as part of the placement continuunaifgtor
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Madison (1988) it is important to understand who and examine how data (test scores) is
interpreted. He questioned why certain interpretations of data results @&eeadity accepted
and others are dismissed by educational stakeholders. When | apply this thoughato spec
education in New York City schools, | wonder: why segregated students lab#idebWavioral
or emotional disabilities are educated according to traditional Whiteastimnthat focus on
standardized curriculum and standardized examination? | contend the main problaatets
with segregating students into special educational settings is threceetia test scores and how
it is interpreted which results in eligibility/placement classifaatThe analysis and utilization
of student data leads to the notion that truth always lies within a community pfétées who
has accepted it as such. For example, the scientific results (which could treenagpositive)
presented by researchers will be accepted because it can be interpaetea) that is
“promising ... with greater meaning” (p.15) to the beholders. Madison furthereddffere
“All interpretation works under the promise of truth ... because we believe it be leest”
(ibid). What is clear in both quantitative and structural scientific exptameats that reductive
explanations of the human and personal are neither human nor personal. Such arguments make i
impossible to achieve any self-understanding because it is preciselif thatss excluded from
the equation. In my school, | look at the poor students with disabilities in seggeggttings
and realize they are judged based on their test scores. The educational pali¢esis on
achievement do not account for their individual students’ lived experiences.

Harding (1998) identified scientific research as the main problem withrtrexiéan
educational system. She explained how the products of scientific research bavseefi used
to benefit those in power and oppress or exclude those already on the margin.tRztiga

introduces the notion of political ideology and the struggle between power andhtesshiool
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reform and modern-day segregation (Giroux, 1997). If we apply critical thedrg tutrent
NCLB and IDEA within public schools, we see the tension that exists betweeynpakiers and
students with disabilities. The scientific research tools include curricuésting, and
attendance to measure achievement and promotion (IDEA, 2004). | use criticaltthaxaye
that these measures are used to sort students on the basis of disability antt adalitym
(Skrtic, 1995). Yet, the use of the medical model of disability precludes acknowlatiggme
how our practices can negatively impact the lives of children with disabilithid sense, it is
difficult to include students’ lived experiences (van Manen, 1990) in a self-contained
environment. Therefore, it is impossible to understand the negative impact segregald
have on their education.

| explore the learning development of the CBRDG students, Brock and Stewie, who
attend general education classes as compared to the learning developmenmthad Kitends a
self-contained class. In this way, | am able to understand “learniniginviite contexts of their
respective educational settings. | interpret the CBRDG students’ “liyietiences” within a
critique of policy tools in order to refute the scientifically based rebahat justifies
segregation. | believe it is imperative for each stakeholder in thigcbgg@cess to have a
voice and to participate in activities that are seen as accomplishmenksefhdtich are not
recognized by the rigid, hegemonic IDEA. In doing so, | use their micro (indiyidoattments
to address meso-level (CBRDG classroom) activities that are iradhigrsnacro structures

(standardized exams, attendance, curriculum).

Deceptive Accessibility

In this section, | apply the notion of “deceptive accessibility” to NCLB &A in

order to reveal how White, middle class, cultural standards of stakeholdere apetar the
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guise of child interest (see Chapter I). Stakeholders hold the interest olititeyan trust and

view education as the key to success in the global economy (Spring, 1998). As a result,
education policy is constantly changing to fit and further the interests efittheSpecial

education policy includes the inclusion or removal of students with disabilities based on
academic performance. Skrtic (1995) asserts that the practice of segregagmoval of

disabled students from the general student population is considered racially biased, uaproduct

and socially and psychologically damaging.

Deceptive accessibility is an outgrowth of critical theories that focuslocagon and
pedagogy of the oppressed in the classroom. | define deceptive accessithkyssmotion of
knowledge and social justice by critically exposing the complex psycholagicdbinations of
behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs of the powerful dominant stakeholders and their aituiral
exclusivity. Stakeholders present their intentions for all students as jusabéeuand
honorable. However, they use their capital—global business, economy, governmertarmditepr
personal, social, and cultural interest through education. Thus, students incapablemhing
to White cultural standards are justifiably removed. Since the focus of edutpbbogis to
promote the stakeholders’ goals (see Chapter I) which are measured thvadegimia
achievements, the policy usurps the needs of students with disabilities. In ottier stadents
in New York City who cannot make the grade, regardless of being classitted disability,

can be relegated to the self-contained division.

Scientific Research Validates Segregation

IDEA emphasizes standardized curriculum, testing, and academic achievieroeght

the use of technology as an educational tool. This assertion is justified in tesonsnobific
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research (see Chapter I). The stakeholders’ enforcement of academardseand
measurements into policy represents the “norm” or White upper and middle aessigsito
reproduce “Whiteness” (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997). The desired outcome is thduictom

of a socially acceptable student body that embodies the future workforce. ¥Vihileei
responsibility of the federal government to react to the growing needs ofraasimgly more
diverse society, this country does not have a history of embracing raciatiedaktdifferences,
economic or social changes equitably (Ferguson, 2001). According to Ferguson, the school
system is created around a dominant cultural hegemony that holds White midslleutfare to
be the norm and does not acknowledge cultural differences. The NYC school systemtdoes
recognize the impact of societal racism on students and reinforces the notiorsohgbe
choice.” In this sense, “power relations play an important role in helping to steapay
individuals, organizations, groups and institutions react to the reality of olultelism” (p. 2).
Stakeholders have the power over education and resources, and decide who canegad'@cc
... and how it will be used” (Harding, 1998, p. 21). The stakeholders responsible for consciously
designing educational policies infuse their views that non-White childretisaieled, deprived,

and academically incapable of achieving the American goals.

Scientific research is a powerful tool used by stakeholders who view the agookderly
and rational (Skrtic, 1995) to revise and enforce stringent academic staodangsstudent
population. This viewpoint serves the purpose of the stakeholders and is set firmly irutee cul
of education (Madison, 1988). A perfect and orderly educational system does not hav@rroom
or the capacity to care for students with differences. Given that scheasraidered to be
orderly and disabilities are considered to be pathological, stakeholdeldeate design

solutions they deem appropriate for these children. Unfortunately, children sathildies who
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are unable to conform to the rules or make the grade are identified as needialgesipeational
services. The beauty of the positivist framework is that they create avagegorize students
with disabilities and highlight special education settings as a ysaddte” (Skrtic, 1995, p. 127)
to contain recalcitrant or low-achieving students and prevent contamination obithstgdent
population. The safety valve or sorting system also prepares children for &ueiipthe social

hierarchy (Ferguson, 2001).

Medical Model and Social System

The overall delivery of special education services seems to be driven by twoftypes
services, the medical model and social system model. Special education'sligecindeitions
are "grounded in psychology and biology (medicine), which means that speciabeslucat
presuppose that school failure is pathological, and school organizations are ré§8kriad;
1995, p. 68). According to the National Research Council, the medical model positiorenchildr
with disabilities as having an intrinsic “condition” that will respond to ‘ttreent” such as
therapy or resource room services (Donovan & Cross, 2002). If disability and schoel dad
connected, then there is nothing that educators can do to remedy the problem. However, this
view of the pathology of disability creates an unequal educational opportunityp e $students
subjugated to the special education ranks. The social system model comepsiatients
classified with emotional or behavioral disturbances in terms of exterial stbuctures (e.g.,
poverty, class, disability, parental educational status, and race) thigramigith learning
(McDonnell, McLaughlin, & Morrison, 1997). In this sense, the students’ external socia

environment is the main focus and considered the cause of their disabilities.
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Skrtic (1995) deconstructs the field of special education and appheshent critiqué
to the major assumptions used to legitimize the services and segregatedisetiangent
critique is a form of criticism that questions whether public education’s institutiondiqgeaare
consistent with its democratic ideals—"a means of exposing the contradicttareebeur
claims and our conditions, between our values and practices” (p.47). The major assiaTpt
failure in school is a pathological condition of the student; diagnosis is objecti/epacialized
programs are rational and beneficial to the student. The notion of homogeneityegaidatise
of standardized testing without regard to the cultural backgrounds of the studefferentdi
ways in which students accumulate knowledge. This, in turn, “fosters diagnostigginescr
teaching in which programs for special education students are designed ongiut tessi
performance” (p. 69). In a segregated school system, students are deemedigiedoon their
classification and are therefore denied equal access to educational resbhicéype of

structure becomes a technique for regulation and identity formation (Ferguson, 2001, p. 51)

The joining of scientific authority and moral obligation grants teachersnatrators,
and school districts the power and autonomy to decide the educational setting andfuture
students with disabilities. In other words, while parents have the rigHfusera decision, if a
teacher, administrator, or school district pushes for a student with disaliitbe segregated
and educated in a separate setting, it will most likely happen. In my schagk experienced
urban poor parents who did not fully understand their rights to contest decisions thatasere
for their child. As a teacher who works in special education, | could endorse theepoirpos
settings and services if it were really focused on the interests chitdebut from my
standpoint, the real purpose is to reform unacceptable behaviors by reconditioning irgltadual

the rules of society. Therefore, | agree with Skrtic (1995) that the rerobghildren labeled
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with a disability from the general student population is racially biaseskdan my exposure to
the students labeled with disabilities in the CBRDG, | can alschsay 'Eelf-contained students
who are classified as emotionally disturbed, yet mandated to takextats, are not
academically prepared.” In my school, | attribute the lack of prepartdithe teachers focus on
the classification, behavioral disruptions, and stereotypes rather thanttryeagh the
individual. | have heard the teachers in my school say “They can’t learniV@gafe just
overpaid babysitters.” Moreover, based on my experience, grouping and educatemgsst
based on disability classifications (e.g., emotionally disturbed, learningeti3as not
educationally sound. | have witnessed the negative impact on behavior and learnmesgugtsoh
grouping students with similar disabilities. In other words, segregation izeneficial for
students with disabilities. During the CBRDG sessions, | noticed quadi@differences in the
dialogue, writing, and sharing between Brock, Stewie, and KK. All studentipartis are
classified with emotional disturbance as well as learning differenceigty and other
characteristics. However, there is a marked educational differetveedreself-contained
students and those students placed in a general education classroom with supgqrDdrel,
Elliot, and Stewie are in an educational environment where the students andstaaemert
focused on their disability. They are free to be students and to learn the samatiofofrom
the same curriculum as the other general education students with mirsrogtidns. In KK’s
self-contained classroom, the students’ disruptive behaviors are foregroundjas ssne and
a cause that prevents her teacher from teaching. The behaviors of the stuttenseif-
contained classes cause the teachers to utter statements such asfiThegrod or “We are

overpaid babysitters.”
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Impact of De/Segregation: A Micro Level Look at Brock, Stewie, and KK

In the above conversation between Stewie and KK, Stewie wanted to know why KK had
difficulty writing independently. KK’s response was truthful and indicative ofiifferent
issues self-contained students must face when grouped with students wahdisabilities.
The connection between the disruptive behaviors in her classroom and her inability to work
independently was not apparent to me, at first. However, as | revieweddoeddta, | began to
identify and understand the specific classroom cultures that Brock, StadikKabrought with
them. In week one, we engaged in group dialogue and writing the comic book sumitéries
played with the camera, displayed hesitation in sharing her story idea, andficattydiriting.
Brock and Stewie engaged in the dialogue discussion, shared ideas with each otheusadd foc
while writing. | was intrigued and decided to highlight week one because thithevéirst time
we met in the CBRDG and the effects of segregation were immediately e\Bdwrg students
were educated in different special education settings, the shared lepacegp$the CBRDG
played a prominent role in the enhancement of their individual academic, technology,iahd soc
skills. The images below depict the group members engaged in writing and kdKassisted by

me.

Brock, KK, Stewie — The Writing Session (Week 1)

The first image, figure 6-1, shows Brock and Stewie immediately writingdbmic
book summaries that they shared during group dialogue. Brock (left) folds hisriti his
chest on the desk and rests his head comfortably on it. He is silent and engagedgnBvatk
rereads his work and occasionally erases what does not make sense to him.idhisfsbet

video segment covers 12 minutes. Stewie (far right) is also fully immersedthobghts and
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writing. Being left handed on a right-handed desk, he repositions himself to sugparitimg
arm. Holding the paper with his right hand, he is able to write comfortably. Bnoc&tawie’s

body positions are in full writing mode. Their legs extend back and their bodrefolsvard.

KK is not writing. Folding her right leg under her left, KK’s upper body slouchegaird
as she occasionally looks at me. Unlike Brock and Stewie, the distance betwedraK#ss
face, and the paper demonstrates that she is not fully engaged. When | noticedyas tark
and she shrugs her shoulders. Tilting her head a little to the right, KK archgelheves in a
way that indicates she needs help. Although my upper body is turned towards her, | do not want
to offer assistance until she asks for it. The dropping of my left arm indibatelsaim
approachable and open to helping her. However, | do not immediately offer help.d asaliz
time passes, KK is unable to recognize my signals. | begin helping hee st&rt to work, it is
clear that she does not know where or how to start her summary. Her confusion @ppeas
result of not fully participating in the dialogue when others shared they stmmaries. (I
anticipated that KK would have difficulty writing her summary. During theiptes dialogue,
Brock discussed his Ninja plot and Stewie talked about the boy who goes into TV world.
However, KK did not have an idea. Although she came up with the idea about a girl leader, KK

did not know how to expand it into a summary.)
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Image Figure 6-1Students and teacher in common structure engage in writing activity
(left to right) Brock focuses on his work.

Wilson looks and helps KK.

KK asks for Wilson’s help in developing her
summary and writing. In the midst of the interaction
between KK and Wilson, Brock and Stewie remain
engaged n their work

Stewie focuses on his work.

In image figure 6-2, as | get up to walk around and look at the students’ work from a
different position, KK gets my attention by tapping her pencil on the table and lodkimey a
Her facial expression indicates that she does not want me to go; she wantsitraed help her.
In figure one, KK’s left hand is holding the paper and her right hand depicts soting asi | sit
with her. However, in image figure 6-2, her right hand moves away from the paper todls edg
the table where she begins tapping. Brock continues writing, but Stewie stopsrieedhe
exchange between KK and me. The only change in his posture is the motion of his head.
Stewie’s pencil remains in writing position as his right hand holds the paper. @ape indicates
that Stewie is looking at KK. His attention shifts because KK begins tapping deskes she

increases her volume to speak to me.

Image: Figure 6-2KK and Wilson’s interaction impacts Stewie

(Left to right) Brock continues writing.

| decide to get up and walk around so | can
visually observe Brock and Stewie without
disturbing them with questions.

As | stand up, the position of KK’s hands change.
Her right hand moves away from the paper and
she begins tapping on the desk | stop to assist KK.

KK looks at me for help. Stewie stops writing, but
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his pencil is still in position as he focuses his attention on the exchange between KK and me.
At the time, | did not notice the fear that manifests in KK’s shoulders and éye&s S
tense, nervous, and doubtful of her own abilities. Her shoulders are raised and Hgld tight
against her neck. Although she is looking at me, her head is not tilted upwards to speak. Only
KK’s eyes are shyly averted toward me. In the self-contained classioamy school, the
student-to-teacher ratio is usually 12 students, 1 teacher, and 1 paraprofessagabup of
three or four students, the teacher and paraprofessional consistently heltheattiester

independence.

In image figure 6-3, the educational differences between the students labeledbkesidis
who attend general education classes and those in a self-contained classfoesgimunded.
For example, Brock is not afraid to explore his surroundings. In a traditionsdadas, students
are expected to remain in their assigned seats. (The use of the worohnahdiith classroom or
teacher refers to my experiences in the self-contained setting in my sdinayl.qre not free to
explore their educational settings. Brock walks around the lab, unaware or oblivibes to t
camera, to the different technologies. He also reads the information tbatpesges each item.
Brock touches the items with respect and when he is unclear about something he atquires
it. In the traditional self-contained classroom, “look but do not touch” is the underthega
regarding instructional materials. Students are not permitted to &egligre their learning
environment unless the teacher directs them to an activity. However, in the CBRIOENts are
not restricted to a specific seat or space. They are allowed to discoveutneimdings, as long
as they do so with care. On the other hand, KK is very conscious of the camera andhgétan pl

front of it. At different times, she looks at the camera, performs dance mogestores peace
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signs. | believe her attitude toward school and her behaviors probably resutteir@xperience

as a student in a self-contained classroom setting.

Image Figure 6-3.Educational Differences — Brock and KK
(left to right) (KK and Brock)

The camera settles into the background for Brock. He
walks around the lab and inquires about the different
technology. Brock reads and asks questions about the
technology and the components. The “look, but do not
touch” micro-level schema is removed.

The camera remains in the foreground for KK. She
manages to locate camera and interactively play with
it.

In these images, the students demonstrate learning styles thatthefleotspective
educational settings. Brock and Stewie, as students with disabilitiesl plaggeneral education
classroom with support, demonstrate the benefits of being educated by gdneation
teachers and alongside their general education peers. In the generabedilgsses in my
school, great emphasis is placed on academics; therefore, students aiespuaisive to
academics. KK, a self-contained student, appears to suffer acadgmscallesult of her
educational setting. In her class, as she expresses, the students figlet fegitshather than
works. She also believes that her teacher is not concerned with teaching. Tloevafdhese
characteristics into the CBRDG also has the potential for a far-reasmmehigpngitudinal impact
on the lives of students. For example, Brock and Stewie’s ability to work independengityls
that is fostered in the general education class. In the CBRDG, BrndcRtawie independently
begin writing their summaries. Although Stewie is distracted by me lgelii he is still able

to continue his writing. Another micro-level schema that overlapped fromaithiédnal
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classroom into the CBRDG is the need to raise hand one’s hand to speak and the feangf touchi
the computer equipment. In the CBRDG, we had to work against the fear of being scolded for
raising a hand or touching equipment. In fact, Brock’s cultural enactment GBRREG

practices motivated him to investigate and touch the objects in the computer lab.

Beyond the Classroom: Meso Level Movement for Stewie and Brock

The competitive nature of public education (e.g., grades, achievement levels,i@gnpmot
and leadership) is evident in Brock and Stewie. During the instructional sessionkraidgy
(see Chapters Il and 1V), | never selected a student to be first tondwe®ard™ because | felt
that it was more important to allow students be motivated by their own dé3ir@se hand, |
thought the turn taking would occur based on their seating, as adults do. However, upon review
of the video data, | noticed that either Stewie or Brock rush to the Smartboard™ ppeay @
like being the first to try and to show the others their abilities. In chapierifdescribe the
instruction on scanning. At the end of the instruction, | made room at the Smartboara™ for
student to come forward. In this instance, Brock made it to the Smartboard™ hefoie S
Incidentally, Stewie raised his hand ahead of Brock’s movements. Stewiecbepsaet that
Brock did not raise his hand, thereby making it to the Smartboard™ first. He segbtes
displeasure verbally to Brock and physically by putting his head down (see CNgp&nokck’s
response to Stewie supports my earlier comments about the way studastsedr function in
a traditional classroom. Moreover, Stewie told me that he thought | liked Braektham him.

His comment and behavior are clear indications of his competitive spirit. | thinletledhto

hear me refute his belief, thereby reassuring him.



206

Vignette Figure 6-1: Brock Instructs KK on Technology

The learning differences between students in self-contained and inclusiogssatso
manifested after each technology instructional session. For example, wheadt@usthe group
on the functions of scanning, they also had the opportunity to practice in front of the group with
me. The one-on-one practice sessions allowed me to see what additional help could bé. provide
In chapter four, | highlight Stewie and KK because they engaged in private coiovesrsiairing
the whole group instructional session. Brock was fully attentive. Although &teas occupied
with KK, he still managed to follow along and master the scanning function. HoweverakK w
lost. This was apparent after | went through the steps with her and askedrizemt her own.
After she agreed, she paused at the Smartboard. Brock got up and enactedc¢heraaiealn
the vignette below, Brock moved to help KK with scanning. Close analysis shows Brock’s
teaching ability as well as the time and consideration he takes to ensure sstanddesach

step.

Individual Instruction
Brock: (Brock is standing on the left side of the table. He
looks directly at KK’'s face as he talks. KK is
standing on the right side looking at Brock.)

“First you put the paper face down. The paper
should be at the top right corner.”

(Brock points to the white markers on the glass)
“Shut it.”

(Brock closes the cover)

“l don’t know if it resets or something, so you might want to itbe green
start button.”

(Brock instructs KK to perform a function)

(KK presses the green button)

“Then this will be there, the pop-up window of the directory.”

(Brock moves to the right side of the table to use the mouse)

(Both are viewing the image on the Smartboard)
“To improve your coloring, you choose either pure black and white or color.



Brock:

KK:

Brock:
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Then you press preview.Imachine noise and KK mimics the sound of
scanning — Brock looks at KK and she stops)
“To preview how good it comes out. If the preview is good you then — scan it.”

(Working in the pop-up directory — Brock
continues)

“First, you change the name.

Okay, then you press browse to see what folder,
my folder Brock. We already have the folder open.
And, press save to start scanning.”

(At the end, the two are looking at the folder of work that was scanned and
locating the new images.)

“And that is all there is to scanning.”
(With their backs to the group, Brock and KK look at each other)

“So, that it, right there in the folder.”
(She points to the screen and looks at Brock)

(Looking at her, Brock gave her a directive)
“Brock — you tell me, where is it?”

(KK points to the last uploaded image)

In subsequent conversations with the students after | viewed this vignette oaéjéot

became evident that the deficit perspectives held by traditional classzaohers had profound

effects on the students’ perceptions of themselves and what they felt they cdbiddimts

shared that they are afraid to do anything different because they do nab \wartold that

something is wrong with them. Because they are classified with litiesband receive special

education services, these students have come to believe that they cannot |eamrédssure

and commend each individual on his or her abilities and efforts. It is unfortunate that some

students with special needs accept their status as “disabled,” a hegemortlwalaioahslates to
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incompetent and incapable. The CBRDG students are faced with potent hegerasiar
schools that inhibit their individual approaches to learning. Moreover, they caitiethem

into the CBRDG, a history of negative comments from traditional classroom

| use this vignette to argue that such deficit views are related to theatissothat comes
with being a subject in the traditional self-contained classroom. As previoustiored, the
homogeneous placement of students with the same classifications (such asaiyoti
disturbed) in the same education settings is educationally unsound. In the long rusyltbare
higher dropout rates. In June 2005, The Advocates for Children filed a report that lodlesd at t
dropout and graduation rates of self-contained students in New York City who regecral
education services. The Advocates for Children report relied on data provideziNgwhY ork
City Department of Education which indicate the graduation rate for studehtdigabilities is
lower than the rate of almost every other state in the country. The datkealsastrated that
Black and Latino students (two-thirds of public school student population) who received spec
education services in New York City graduate with diplomas at a far loteethan Asian and

White students.

Strong Identity: Leader, Coteacher, Membership

In traditional educational settings, teachers are trained to maintain contrdhewve
classrooms, teaching, and students’ ways of learning. The traditiorfateat my school
replicate societal hegemonic teaching and learning practices.dmdteallectively building
trust and distributing the management to all in the learning environment, teashatly think

of classroom teaching and learning as their sole responsibility.
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The culture produced in the CBRDG support the agency of all participants and their
activities, particularly Brock and Stewie who enact leadership, coteg@nd group member
roles. Through the agency afforded in the CBRDG, both boys feel co-responibilheir
peers. Brock and Stewie’s participation in group discussion, spontaneous indarstetring,
leadership abilities, and coteaching demonstrate their move toward more mésoadetments
of technology and literacy knowledge. During the teacher led technologyainsh, Brock and
Stewie’s ability to replicate similar teaching tones is evident. Wesg able to recreate similar
forms of social practice when coteaching their peers. Brock and Stewi&ksanactivities
address the need to alter the traditional classroom and teaching s$rticatiexist at the meso
and macro levels. Moreover, their activities raised the emotional emetiggy group. For
example, KK’s inability to scan made her feel inadequate and left out. Vééhat her decisions
to talk or play during instruction are reflective of cultural overflow from heitiposas a student
in a self-contained class. When | tried to assist KK, | think that myiposis a teacher may
have triggered bad feelings within her in regard to negative comments she rdashoed her
classification and special education placement. In contrast, KK wasesgnsive to Brock
when he stepped in to help her. In fact, KK is working alone scanning imagege fignare 6-
9. The energy that Brock and Stewie brought to the group emboldened their friendship while
bolstering the members on the periphery with the “can do” spirit. In turn, Bnockt@wie’'s

identity as coteachers was solidified.

In the following section, | focus upon Brock and Stewie’s micro-level ereds in the
CBRDG (e.g., demonstration of literacy and technology skills, leagesbtieaching, and
successful group membership) because these enactments are not usu#ledssidic students

labeled as emotionally disturbed. | use evidence of these enactmentslas afgue against the
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meso and macro level structures that invalidate lived experiences of stathetes With a

disability in favor of scientifically based results.

Interpreting CBRDG’s Members Lived Experiences

According to van Manen (1990), government and school reliance on the medical model
of disability usurps the lived experiences of students with disabilitiesehvbdhat we have yet
to translate the individual experience of disability into effective policguage. While the
medical model of disability can be useful in determining the existence of sealmlities, Skrtic
(1995) argues that there are many problems with reliance on this paradigrine IKEA, the
medical model of disability does not account for variations within socio-econoveis,|elass
stratification, and/or cultures that impact our society. As a result, thelsgfstem is not
designed to meet the needs of the children who are considered different (acglemica

challenged or labeled with a disability).

My technical knowledge as a teacher and researcher is enrichedlivgdhexperiences
(e.q., practices, dialogues, membership) of the CBRDG that informed my waykalze, and
power (van Manen, 1990). In focusing upon the nature of lived experiences in the CBRDG, |
have “given over to some quest, a true task, a deep questioning of something thatamstore
original sense of what it means to be a thinker and researcher” (p. 31). Mylpadigest led
me to explore computer usage and students’ lived experiences through the creaamopuer
generated comic books. | am committed to integrating technology in educatione Fbor m
involves the appropriate use of computers in instruction as well as the deliveryitf qual
instruction. If I can understand the lived experiences of students in the CBRBGbhégin to

understand how to design an instructional matrix that is welcoming to teachers antsstude
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approached the phenomenon of student experiences in the CBRDG through investigation of thei
dialogue, technology skills, and production of comic books as well as their livedenqesrias
students labeled with disabilities in special education settings. As vaenMa890) suggests,
students are encouraged to dialogue as a way to describe their experiernedsilitiecan specific
situations. The following dialogue is a last transcript of the CBRDG as a dnoaippendance are

Brock, Stewie, Daniel, and me.

Vignette Figure 6-2 — Expanded Student Roles in the CBRDG

In my role as facilitator, | begin this session with a question that focuses on tiow ea
member feels about the comic book process. As Brock, Stewie, and Daniel diseusglihgs,
| remember thinking that their voices would not be heard or legitimized in radgtdnal
classrooms. In a space like the CBRDG, teacher and students have equal turnartdlkihg
voices are valued equally. The nature of social life often dictates thahc¢ediaiduals hold the
role of the leader in a social field. Although, | begin this discussion, Stemiescthe

conversation. He inquires about Daniel’'s comic book title, story development, and offer

suggestions.
Wilson: “How do you guys feel about the comic books?”
Stewie: “Well, | feel excited, ‘cause before | did less work ‘causel lttmuble. But now |

know exactly what to do and | got more further.”
(Stewie speaks first and his voice is clear)

Wilson: “What trouble were you having?”

Stewie: “Well, | had difficulties understanding what to do and how to draw thiegsay |
wanted.”

Wilson: “Did anybody help you with that stuff?”

Stewie: “Yes.”

Wilson: “Who helped you?”

Stewie: “Brock.”

Wilson: “Brock helped?”
(Wilson looks at Brock and asks)
“What did you help him with?”
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Brock: “I helped him to understand how to scan. | helped him when he had some problems
writing the summary. And that was pretty much it.”
Wilson:  “Excellent. | am glad.”

“So, what do you think was the most important thing you learned about the creation
of a comic book?”

(Daniel says “oh, oh” and raises his hand at the same time. Then hesitates to answer
the question. He starts by saying)

Daniel: “Well the most important part about creating the comic book will have to probably
be ... I don’t know ... maybe Brock can answer it.”

[Daniel first stretches out the short statement then defers to Brock to answer the
question he started]

Brock: “I think the most important part for me was making my conclusion. It wasdo ha
that | actually had to put “to be continued.”

Stewie: “I think the most important thing | learned about the comic book was how to scan
and how to plan it out.”

Wilson: “So, what did you learn about planning?—Anybody?”

Daniel: “About planning?”

Stewie: “Well, first about planning out | had to brainstorfWilson repeats “you had to
brainstorm.”)

Daniel: “The most important or trouble?”

Wilson: “Either one.”

Daniel: “Um, for me, the most trouble | had in planning was coming up with teakt

what the story was going to be about - were they real. It was hard, | was ldsking
[inaudible] it was really hard.”

(Wilson — | was about to ask “So which one did you ...,” but Stewie inquires about
Daniel's work)

Stewie: “How did you come up with colors of emotion?”

Daniel: “Yeah, uh, thank you. Well | picked the colors of emotion because...”

Stewie: “Or did you want to do a story about a kingdom using and exploring the colors and
just put them together.”

Daniel: “I did that.”

This vignette is important because Stewie emerged as the leader asteéd duestions
to Daniel, Brock was identified as coteacher, and the students shared tharatppréor
learning how to use technology to create a comic book. Although, | facilitatelthtbgue in the
group, Stewie changed the flow of the conversation by speaking first. Looking libekvateo
from week one (described in chapter IV), Stewie was a little shy anicis was soft and low.

However, as time progressed, he became a vocal, active, and centrahfitpergroup. In this
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vignette, he projected his voice clearly saying, “I feel excited.” Hibrfgs of excitement grew
out of his positive experience of peer assistance, which enabled him bohiisomic. Stewie’s
statement “| feel excited” summarized many of the feelings that tiee students had about the
comic book process. His comments appeared to reflect a need for action among the group
members. As he spoke, he acknowledged Brock’s assistance. Then Brock spoke dtabpt the
he had given to Stewie. The rate at which the conversation switched focus azaisgaamd
speaks to the ability of students to focus on an existent goal once they share aeoksctifor
it. Next, the dialogue switched to Stewie inquiring about Daniel’s comic boakl ts# back

and listened to their conversation. | thought about how the teacher in a tradidsssd@m
facilitates and controls the flow of conversation. The teacher gives theatfon then the
student answers back. The student is oppressed and obligated to respond to the teaeleer. Ther
rarely an opportunity for student-to-student dialogue about their shared experignceeating

a space where stakeholders can talk across the boundaries of disability siodafadassroom
roles, the CBRDG transformed the conventional educational setting into arvdremaall

participants had a vested interest.

Success as it is Measured Through My Socio-cultural Framework

As the teacher, researcher, and participant in the CBRDG, | had the privilgeess
the most wonderful lived experiences of students labeled with disabildiesrig technology
and literacy skills. Students labeled as emotionally disturbed came t8Ri2&with some
technology knowledge and literacy skills. Over the six-week project paiicstudents were
exposed to various technology devices, applications, and skills from navigating the
Smartboard™ and Microsoft™ environment to mastering Word, PowerPoint, Scanning, and

internet research. The group also learned how to write storyline components, \nate in
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comic book style, and how to manage their time in completing projects. Whiterbers
acquired skills in this time period, Brock and Stewie reached unexpectesi déealpertise in a

short period of time. Unfortunately, at the macro level, such achievements ackmowkedged.

Macro level tools (mandated by the government) define learning in public scheai M
level tools are enforced at the meso level in order to structure and contraaasstivities at
the micro level. Government tools used to determine grade promotion are student attendanc
standardized test scores, and standardized curriculum that outlines the coturdg. dh she
following section, | use micro level enactment of learning as evidenctute deficit
perspectives of special education students at the meso and macro levels BRB®,C
captured the students’ lived experiences of learning and accomplishmentied tpfadur
general macro measurements—attendance, applied learning, achievement, atiomrdimese
measurements are defined below according to the CBRDG development ovenkelsi

period and supported with still images and accompanying descriptions.

Micro Level Enactments of the Scientific Tools for Equity

Attendancecovers the six weeks that the group was in session and the students who
attended. Since the CBRDG was not a classroom exercise or expericheémtot take student
attendance. However, | did video and audio tape each session for the purpose ofed#tancol
Although collection of attendance data was not an intended reason for video andoagliota
serendipitously | am able to isolate and record student attendance. Attendsalienigo
student learning. In the CBRDG, each session was dedicated to explorindaceeof
technology. As indicated in chapter three, week two was dedicated to studentshgping t

handwritten summaries into MS Word after my instructions and their praBtimek, Stewie,
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KK, and Elliot (who is not video or audio taped) were present the first and seconsl week
However, Daniel was not present the first week and felt lost during the second welekl W
was demonstrating and outlining steps, he was busy writing his summargl’ ®absence
resulted in his inability to fully participate and work independently in MS Word dure@ekw
two. Brock and Stewie attended all sessions. KK was in attendance weeksithsee Baniel
weeks two, three, and six, and Elliot weeks four and six. In chapter one and two, $addnes

issues around low school attendance in the poor urban communities.

Applied learningefers to how much and how well each student learned and applied
technology/literacy skills during the six-week curriculum. In the ©OBRgroup dialogue
enhanced the students’ writing and technology abilities. Then applied learniagresehow
each student applies the new knowledge toward the completion of his or her comic beoks. T
video data and artifacts provide evidence of applied learning in the form o, diadtches, and

ultimately the completed comic books.

Applied Learning - Knowledge in Action

Image Figure 6-4: Brock Image Figure 6-5: Stewie
Technology Technology

In the images above, Brock and Stewie enact the CBRDG's curricula ataftelevel in
ways that expand their learning. In figure 6-4, Brock demonstrates his aeguyed

technology and writing knowledge by working independently in MS Word to input his comic
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summary and character information. In figure 6-5, Stewie scans his inhadgemt of the group,
Stewie provides step-by-step directions on how to use the Smartboard anderiad@indows

environment to locate the images.

Image Figure 6-6: Stewie Image Figure 6-7: Brock
Literacy - Literacy —

Brock and Stewie produce micro and meso dmonstrations of literacy skiitgurim 6-
6, Stewie focuses upon writing his story while adhering to the basic wiatingaf. A close look
reveals identifiable markers for the introduction, setting, and conclusion. ifaekers guide
him as he summarizes the sections prior to writing the full story. In FegdrdBrock shares the
finished draft of his comic book storyline and images with the group during the diaegsien.
At this time, Brock also entertains questions about his story, the status of his comimidlook, a

ability to complete his writing ahead of schedule.

| use the attendance and applied learning as indicators of students’ learning and
achievement in the CBRDG. In the CBRDG, the six-week curriculum coverexnigari
technology applications, equipment, and writing. Brock and Stewie’s focus on tleatcont
applied their knowledge to creating their comic book draft in stages. Thelaregtendance
and active participation prove to be crucial in the learning of different technapgdications
and language necessary to create their comic books. Brock and Stewiels attgnldance and

active participation enabled them to emerge as skilled leaders and cotéathe group.
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Perhaps their active involvement could be attributed to their interest in technaouy,books

in general, friendship, or all three.

Achievemenin the CBRDG looks at the evidence of student emergence from novice
learners to peer tutors and leaders. By isolating each aspect of teghawatbliteracy within the
video data, | am able to identify the kind of tutoring that Stewie and Brock promwviten the
group. Unfortunately, students’ achievement is based on standardized testvelcmtemight
not reflect the kind of real learning that occurs in the classroom. For exarhpational
Assessment of Educational Progrsessres for reading and mathematics demonstrate that the
performances of students with disabilities in New York City are amil their Chicago and Los
Angeles public school peers (See Figure 2 in Chapter Il). Based on standiéedizzxores,
students with disabilities consistently underperform in comparison to studémisitw

disabilities in grades four and eight for both reading and mathematics.

Brock and Stewie’s achievement is documented on the videotape which shows how they
teach and help others in the group. For example, in vignette figure 5-2 (cha¢ewie
displayed his comic while explaining how he integrated different technofmgications into
the creation of his work. In vignette figure 6-1, Brock quickly mastered the skitlanining and
used his knowledge to assist KK who struggled with the concept. The enactment of th& CBRD
practices along with regular attendance demonstrate that studergsl latibl behavioral or
emotional disabilities are capable of achieving. In the CBRDG Brock andeSielieved
academically and socially. Brock, Stewie, KK, and Daniel learnedreiftéechnology
applications and the technical language. And while the educational policies doogpiizedhe
lived experiences of the CBRDG as academic achievement, the studentedxhiferent

degrees of technology skills.
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Achievement — Coteaching

Image Figure 6-8: Brock and KK Image Figure 6-9: KK

In figur 6-8, KK struggled to with the steps on scanning. Brock realized hieultjff
and immediately offered assistance. Brock and Stewie reinforcedetiigimg of the different
computer applications by writing the steps. Brock shared this information ip-bysttep
procedure with KK. In this sense, he realized that in order for the CBRDG to riergfi, it
was necessary to support the learning of others. In addition, as the teactieo bé&avilling to
release some of the power that comes with my role and distribute it to all indévial tiae
group. This required a valuing of capital that students bring to CBRDG. In figurBré«k
established the CBRDG structure in which he enacted coteaching that suppOsdebikning.
In figure 6-9, KK was able to enact micro level learning by scanminiger own following

instructions from Brock.

Promotion,l define promotion as the attainment and maintenance of a privileged position
in the group because an individual holds symbolic capital, expertise, and social boagds thr
working successfully in a group. In the CBRDG, promotion came about as a resuitessful
completion of the comic book project. In chapters three, four, and five, | focused on the
evolution of Brock and Stewie from students who learned technology to users of technology

They continued to evolve into coteachers in the group. This transformation resuifteid in t
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elevation in status to experts and leaders in the group. Brock and Stewie éexige level
technology knowledge and skills that they shared with their peers. In addigargrpletion of
the comic book project was a considerable accomplishment for both Brock and &teswie
noteworthy that urban students classified with emotional disturbance arellgersrperceived
as having the ability to create social networks out of sharing learnethatfon with others,

assisting peers, or developing skills associated with academic aukiave

Promotion - Membership, Socialization, Completed Comic Books

Image Figure 6-10: Brock Image Figure 6-11: Brock and Stewie

Brock and Stewie produce micro level demonstration of literacy and technology
knowledge and skills. As seen in figure 6-10, Brock demonstrates leadership skilldigddnes
his dexterity with multiple applications to the entire group. In figure 6-11, Brock i@uwdeS

exhibit a measure of happiness at the completion of their comic books.

Image Figure 6-12: Brock Image Figure 6-13: Stewie Image Figure Stédie

|l - J k| Rg,.,.smw.-e |
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Brock and Stewie’s micro enactment seemed to connect them more fully to theepract
and learning process in the CBRDG. In figure 6-12, Brock is creating his bowk using
multiple technology applications. He uses MS Word, PowerPoint, and the shared ditectory.
figure 6-13, Stewie is creating his comic book using multiple technology appfisatiie uses
MS Word, PowerPoint, and the shared directory. In figure 6-14, Stewie presersiusathe
group via PowerPoint on the Smartboard. The other members wanted to get a closer look of his

work. Brock is standing at the screen because he forgot his glasses.

Macro Level Longitudinal Impact

At the end of the research, | was truly interested in finding any CBRD@uetsmpact
upon the students that might have manifested within their classrooms. Beingea,teattowed
my curiosity to get the better of me. | was able to make contact with Bratktewie’'s
classroom teacher to inquire if academic and behavioral changes had beeadoibsine
classroom. To my surprise, | found out both were more engaged in class pashcgpatigroup
activities. In other words, their teacher had noticed improvement in tasgrcom behaviors or
what was described as “considerably more acceptable behaviors.” Brocteamel Isave taken a
greater interest in reading different types of materials and wriimgrgries. Additionally, | was
told that they make regular visits to the in-school library to check out books. At the scttbof
year, | ran into Brock and Stewie’s teacher who told me that their Englrfubge Arts (ELA)
scores increased one full level from two to three. (In the New York Gigossystem, test
scores are indicated by four levels, one is the lowest, and four is the highesSEBRDG is one
educational setting that | found to work in regard to responding to the learningmtfsrof
each individual. Regardless of the classifications of students, | intergithedhstructed,

dialogued with, and treated everyone as an individual. Each member had eqsmt@tale
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resources, the information, and me. In other words, learning was equal and edaitall

Based on my experience with the CBRDG members’ different ways airlgaand functioning
levels, | do not think it is fair to apply the scientific tools used to measudemeaachievement
to the general education population and it is even less fair to students withtiksaBihe
educational settings and learning opportunities differ between the inclusionfarehsained
students. Stewie’s earlier inquiry about KK’s inability to write withoutmaip highlighted the
many obstacles to learning she faces in her classroom. In KK’s abagsedrs’ behaviors
disrupt teaching and interfere with learning and the potential enactmeeivbf acquired skills.
While she did experience some growth within the group, KK was not able to implemeether
skills into her class. However, Brock and Stewie have the opportunity to take whhatieey
learned from each other and me in the CBRDG and apply it in their classiodims sense,
Brock and Stewie’s learning is enhanced. In the case of Brock and Stewieot say for sure
that the changes are a result of being in the CBRDG; however, | amdhet their experiences

in the group had a very positive impact upon on them.

Deceptive Accessibility - All Students Are “Not” Equal

Based on my observations, | believe that the worth of a student is based on theoability t
conform to White cultural standards in education and to achieve according to thosealstandar
Reflecting on the words “separate is equal,” | focus on the equdlin relation to how
educational policy uses the result of scientific research in educationeandgative effects upon
students in self-contained classes. Based upon my experience as a dpeatsreteacher in
the New York City public schools, urban, poor, minority students labeled with disasih
self-contained classes are not viewed the same as their nondisablethpeshatition, since self-

contained students are not treated equally, only a few are considered &igibttusion
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classes. In fact, this appears to be a trend in District 75. For example riat Dt out of

23,000 self-contained students, less than 2,000 qualify to be educated in the general education
setting, the district’s inclusion program. It appears that consideratiobased upon academic
achievement and appropriate classroom behavior. Brock and Stewie happen to béheart of
minority. Based on my observation of them, they benefit from being among lgetecation
students, unlike KK who struggles in a class filled with constant disruptions. Althioeighare

many reasons behind the low percentage of students participating in inclussesctae more
prominent reasons are linked to the prevailing hegemonic ideologies and structeslthat
promote schools as orderly and rational and attribute failure to the student. Thefse bel
reinforced by IDEA’s endorsement of scientific research, are useduenn€ and shape the

educational system.

IDEA — A Product of Hegemonic ldeology

| believe that the IDEA is an instrument of hegemony that promotes the ideology of
stakeholders who are not concerned about educating students with differermes (1997)
revealed the workings of contemporary schooling by introducing power, race, ssithtba
educational discourse. He was able to expose the relationship among thesahactioes
governing influence over the student processing or sorting in school. In a comaeittemic
environment that fosters the ideals (e.g., achievement, competition) ofcAmegovernment,
students with disabilities like Brock, Stewie, and KK do not belong. Giroux, likicSkelieves
that the manner in which American educators view knowledge and structureatassr
experiences reflects an impersonal, universalized, and context-free knewlatlg driven by a
positivist ideological undercurrent. In my school, their belief is evident in satbmed

classrooms where teachers appear preoccupied with students’ disabilities.
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As highlighted by Skrtic and Giroux, American education is a social construction of
positivism, which views human behavior as predictive and rational. | contend thedreeace
human and their work is complex and hardly predictive. Teaching, like every gbleet af
human development, is a journey that enables one to experience changes. laisaatsabiere
knowledge is constructed and reconstructed by individuals at different timess,dad
cultures. Likewise, professional knowledge (e.g., technical knowledgeagddrough teacher
education) is important, but according to Van Manen (1990) must be supplemented with live

experience to inform the teacher’s work, language, and power.

The notion of deceptive accessibility promotes knowledge and social justicéidallgr
exposing the complex psychological combinations of behaviors, attitudes, and beahefs of
dominant group and their goal of cultural exclusivity. Stakeholders use a coiobioitheir
entities (e.qg., global business, economy, government) and tools (e.g., standasdjzed t
curriculum) to promote personal, social, and cultural interests disguised unddsribeof child
interest. This group is able to present the illusion of fairness, equality, arlcdhecesss in the
educational system while supporting the labeling students who are incapable ofiaaliyle
achieving as disabled. The classification of a student with a disability,asuemotionally
disturbed or learning disabled, marks that student throughout his or her acaderfiarlif
example, if a child is labeled with a disability and does poorly on a standardizaedtegachild
is blamed. The child’s abilities, social profile, and home life are closalyisiaed by the
educational heads, school administration, and teachers based on the scientificeiosisd the
child is at fault and not the educational system. Of course, finding the child ireababl
functioning in a general education environment, justifies his or her removal. Although

educational stakeholders uphold educational equality and equity for all througttieclaic
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policy, they also covertly support the labeling of students as “disabledhwhmourages
segregation of students based on their academic abilities and disabibteptiPe accessibility
focuses on the importance of desegregation of students with disabilities ffarorgalned
classes and measuring students achievement based on lived experiences basaddentthe s

lived experience and not standardized test scores.

Moving Away from Deficit Frameworks

"l find that the great thing in this world
is not so much where wstand
as in what direction we armeoving."
Oliver Wendell Holmes (1809-1894)

In this chapter, | use critical theory to expose NCLB and IDEA'’s fixatin
scientifically based research which validates the separation of studdntisabilities from the
mainstream. Using critical theory to deconstruct scientific researd the field of special
education, | discuss the notion of deceptive accessibility within the CRBIM&d experience.
Relying upon the experiences of Brock, Stewie, and KK, | show how deceptissiaddy
exposes the politically dominant utilization of standardized curriculum andastiized
examination as a way of presenting all students, regardless of educadtting| as equal.
However, the tool used to interpret the test scores, scientifically bessatrch in the hands of
the educational stakeholders, is used to justify segregation of students based roic aadaitiy
and eligibility. For example, students classified as emotionally distuliked<K) may be
educated in a “separate” setting, yet they are considered “equalideethey must take the same
standardized exams as students in general education. Unfortunately, KK meist cori
students’ disruptive behaviors while in the self-contained setting. For KK ,atrerlg

environment is mostly dysfunctional.
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| use Holmes’ quote to open this section because it sums up how | feel about ties abili
of students classified with disabilities. Entering the group as a D75 tead®anateer, and
participant, | was aware of the behaviors of students labeled as behaworaitptionally
disturbed. Fortunately, | was not held hostage by preconceived ideas about the’students
behaviors, old experiences, or false hopes about their learning. To focus on the students’
disability classifications could have hindered our growth in the group. | beliekre possibility
of giving students the freedom to express their culture, speech, learningatgas the case of
the CBRDG, teaching abilities. Teachers must learn to move past the ladslkseastudents as
individuals capable of mastering technology and literacy knowledge and skillsudtehope

that both technology and literacy becomes part of their lives in and out of school.

Brock and Stewie are two amazing boys who demonstrated great acadeitns abil
through the use of technology. In the group, they initiated dialogue, demonstrated various
technological functions and activities on Smartboard, and offered assistance pe¢hgi The
academic practices of the CBRDG cannot be quantified by governmentirsts. Based on my
exposure to both self-contained and inclusion classrooms, | believe enactmenievflthe
acquired skills may happen for Stewie and Brock in their general educatgsnodm, but most
likely will not happen in KK’s classroom. According to Brock and Stewie’s iggmelucation
teacher, their standardized reading scores increased from level two tihtegelAdditionally,
based on their teacher's comments (e.g., improved classroom participatioaseadcreading
and writing performance) their involvement in the CBRDG validates the CBRp@ttices.
We met as a group and we let our desire to learn from each other and our sharedoespead

us. | walked away from the CBRDG a renewed person and a better teacheseancher. |
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thought | would be offering something brilliant to these children. However, theyrga

something words cannot express.
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION: SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Reflection - The Closing of the CBRDG

The last dialogue session of the comic book research dialogue group (CBRBG) w
salient because | was able to see the growth of all members, sscBiock and Stewie.
Thinking back to the first time that we met as a group, | remember how Bracthevéirst to
discuss his thoughts. His voice quality was loud and clear. If Brock was nerddisof
know it. In fact, Brock was the first to initiate questions to his peers. On the otitgrStawie
was a little shy. This came across in his voice, which was low and very feftl Peviewed
the first video data with the boys, Stewie made a point of saying, “I ile aervous, but
also KK was very distracting. Then | decided to replace my nervousnessearimatto KK’s
behaviors with eyes focused on the speakers.” | noticed that Stewie madeiausoeBort to
ignore the disruptions from KK by facing the speakers and being engagatbguei. The
micro level enactment of these conscious behaviors manifested in Stegmgfieant growth.

In working with young, urban students labeled as emotionally disturisagy &nd highlighted

their voices, comments about self and need for changes, and development as an example of
their extraordinary agency. For example, Stewie’s admission about disonelgange specific
behaviors allowed him to be more productive. This type of acknowledgement is ndt usual
attributed to students labeled with his disability, and yet, throughout the prboetised how

his ability to focus enabled him to further develop technology and literady akilvell as

interest in his peers. Stewie’s most notable changes are evident in chgptewkich he
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comments before Brock and initiates an inquiry into Daniel’'s work while, aaime time,
providing him with suggestions and solutions.

As we came to a close, | found myself a bit emotional for different reaseas. |
moved by their participation. | no longer would have the pleasant company of thate g
students. In addition, | did not and will not have the opportunity to experience themenact
or role expansion in their respective classrooms. However, the most chajléging for me
was guilt. I knew that, once we stopped meeting as a group, the students’ exposure to
technology and expanded agency would diminish because of the prevalent traditional
classroom structures. | knew this would be particularly true for KK whotes#hined
special education teacher is more focused upon controlling student behaviors thamgnhan
academic skills and abilities. Back in her self-contained classroom, KKatilbe able to
freely walk around and explore her environment. The structure of her classrdactsrasr
agency and inhibits her ability to enact practices (dialogue, technologyeragyiskills)
learned while in the CBRDG. In her classroom, the computer is primarily osgsd f
entertainment value. As a teacher in a self-contained setting, | am afvay colleagues’
positions on technology as a teaching tool. Although my research only included five
participants labeled as emotionally disturbed, | believe that the CBR&ctices (e.g., small
group discussions, technology, sharing, and coteaching) can be used to transfoomakadi

classrooms-especially concerning the teaching and learning of techimologyschool.

Research Summation — What Did | Learn?

This critical auto/ethnographic research explored the roles of anaditvety certified
teacher, students classified with disabilities, and technology as a tool to infiferaey skills

through the creation of comic books in a new social field, the CBRDG. The objective of the
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CBDRG was to create a space that included a wide range of tasks thaotetclassroom”
and “non-classroom” related. In this way, some of the constraints assaeititéeaching and
learning of technology could be reduced, particularly due to easy acceseetsaphisticated
resources, such as computer lab, computers, the required applications and pergstterals
technology teachers. Throughout the process, | foregrounded the meso (schoolland loca
policies) and macro (government policy, disability, technology) structuresoasdlered their
impact on the CBRDG's culture, agency, community, and identity. | illustthtg learning
situations like those observed in the CBRDG, could be used as spaces for culturalgeroduct
and transformation. In the CDRDG, the students and | were able to gain insgbrent
another, acquire technology skills and confidence, expand our roles through dialogue and
practices, and assist one another’s learning through coteaching.

In chapter one, deceptive accessibility was introduced as a form of jsstize that
critically exposed the dominant social groups’ (policy makers, traditteaahers) intentions
to perpetuate their cultural standards in school. In chapter three, | focused rpemgree as
an alternatively certified teacher who tried to implement educationalgmiicmy classroom.
The dominant traditional teachers, also referred to as gatekeepers, weoeugkléheir
position and power to grant or deny access to highly qualified teachers based on the best
cultural fit. In particular, | explored how teachers in my school infilttageschool community
with their attitudes toward technology, alternatively certified teaclaerd the pervasive
culture of the surrounding external neighborhood. I relied upon the notion of deceptive
accessibility to highlight differences in the educational settinggsiba€BRDG members
attend. In chapter four, | discussed the school experiences of the CBRDG sdfalobr

member is a student labeled with a disability who is exposed to the same staadardiz
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curriculum and exams as his or her nondisabled peers. On the one hand, they are told that they
are equal, yet on the other hand, the labels, physical structures, and segregatexnaduca
settings remind them that they are not. In chapter six, | use deceptigsibitity to
foreground the government’s policy and the true intentions of policy stakeholders tgerpe
White cultural standards of academic achievement, thereby avoiding coaotstadents with
disabilities. Unfortunately, based on the mandates of educational policy, studemésidee
“incapable” of conforming to school policy and learning within the general educattorgse
are justifiably removed and segregated into special education classrooms.

Being a member of the CBDRG along with the self-contained/inclusiolestsi from
the surrounding economically depressed South Bronx, | focused on our experiencesfas par
two learning communities — the larger PS/MS South Bronx schools and the dralalef the
CBDRG. More importantly, | endeavored to attend to the deceptive accégbibilveen the
misalignments of educational policy, traditional teaching, technology, amirgavith action

research.

Reuvisiting the Research Questions

My research was guided by two overarching questions:

(1) How will my technologically mediated instructions based on the government’s
mandated standards contribute to the re/production of culture and re/constructionityfirdant
small special education learning community?

(2) How will the introduction of a new field, the CBRDG, serve as a catfalyst
inventing culture that could be brought back into the larger learning communitjasseoom,
and to aid in the creation of highly qualified, technologically equipped, and culttesfignsive

special education teachers?
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| narrowed my focus by asking four sub questions:

(a) What aspects of the CBRDG'’s participants’ cultural capital apéuhéh
accomplishing the goals of successful integration of technology as ang&abii for learning
and connecting what students know and are able to do?

(b) In what ways did the culture of my school contribute to my ability or inaldityse
technology as a tool with my student participants?

(c) In what ways does the introduction of new fields (e.qg., alternativeifie teacher,
and CBRDG) serve as foundations for new culture that could be brought into the classroom
help with the technology integration process?

(d) How did patrticipation in the research group contribute to the reproduction of culture
and re/construction of identities as the students became technology useig®@ttiant to note
that the questions were refined based on Brock and Stewie’s practices amtieeiades in the
CBRDG.)

In the following section, | address the four sub-questions, and in doing so, | also provide
answers to the first two.

What aspects of the CBRDG participants’ cultural capital are helpful in accomplishing
the goal of successful integration of technology as a teaching tool for learning and connecting
what students know and are able to doTeachers and students have diverse forms of cultural
capital and ways of knowing that they carry with them. What they know and how thayeac
knowledge influence the way teachers and students approach their goals. A= lag\adty
certified teacher in the CBRDG, | presented my cultural experiencegjitectihree as a person
who transitioned from the business world to education. | often visualized tegiraolid literacy

in ways that could be applied to students’ lifeworlds outside of the CBRDG. Mytftontae
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students to improve or learn technology skills allowed for students to use the computer
themselves rather than only observing me using the computer. In this way, theriasunda
separating teaching, technology, and learning became transparent tachrgtbrs three
through five, I discussed how | was able to teach technology in ways that etiebdtddents to
enhance their literacy skills. Additionally, my associations with Mr. O, ttfentdogy teacher,
also prove useful. For example, the CBRDG was able to use Mr. O’s comptehiah has
individual computers and other necessary technology equipment. In addition, as foregrounded i
chapter five, Mr. O let Brock and Stewie practice and work in the computer lab mnuizeyly .
Brock and Stewie’s individual interests in their work enabled them to enaCBIREG’s
technology practices to create two-dimensional digital comics.

As the CBRDG members accessed their own cultural capital, | focused awmy
cultural impact upon the students and the technology rituals and practicesmysaggncy
often meant negotiating between my goals as a teacher and the goal€BRBG members. In
chapters three and five, | showcased the students’ skills that emsrigedcansciously used my
agency in ways that could have truncated their agency. In chapter three, fpteeXaliscuss
how | attempted to go through the steps of MS Word after the participants hiackepraad
probably mastered the requisite skills. In chapter five, | noted how | ictiedjseveral
comments, directions, and questions as Brock was teaching Daniel. Aftevingvie
videotapes, | quickly and consciously made an effort not to be an obstacle witléathisg
environment. Rather, | allowed the students to become fluent in the culture andeprafctice
CBRDG, thereby opening the opportunity for students to become fluent in technologyron the
own terms. While my attempts to curtail my teacher role and allow studessi¢t culture and

expand their agency did not always work, my ontology changed. | discovered that students
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labeled with a disability might express their ways of knowing and beingferetit ways

depending upon the environment. My exposure to the CBRDG students helped me to understand
that technology is not magical nor does it have special powers to transform indivichal

presence of technology did not improve student attendance, engage all students ie thaysam

or enable students to learn at the same rate. The students helped me to acknowlidge that
succumbed to traditional practices and had allowed such practices to overflow ispacelr |

no longer enforced my teacher-constructed beliefs of how a group of students shraudadea

interact in an educational setting. In structures like the CBRDG, theneratabf coteaching on

the micro level afforded the transformation of my traditional classroom teaahd the

students’ learning practices.

In what ways did the culture of my school contribute to my ability or inability to use
technology as a tool with my student participaritsfhy school, educational policy, school
physical structures, dominant teacher culture (meso and macro), and outdgtatecom
equipment are forms of cultural misalignments that the CBRDG members fage to the
macro and meso structures, |, along with the students labeled with disabihtieare educated
in different educational settings, felt pulled in different directions. Famgske, in chapter one, |
laid out the policy goals of NCLB and IDEA that include technology in educatiamasans to
enhance teaching and learning. Although the members structured the CBRDiG3¢ ltezher,
prioritized teaching, technology, and literacy goals to satisfy both the ottus
government/school standards and the needs of the students.

The CBRDG students faced other macro and meso structures that impactetcttoei
level access to technology and the CBRDG. In chapter one and six, | dehmzacademic

promotional tools (e.g., standardized curriculum, standardized examinations, attgtiuzribe
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government utilizes as indicators of achievement. In my school building, the mevhties
CBRDG also faced the physical barriers that distinguish the gestkreation and special
education settings. In chapter four, | highlighted the meso structural imgretgim PS/MS
South Bronx and described how Brock, Stewie, KK, and Elliot traverse the hallwdiytec#nt
schools in one building to get to the computer lab on the fourth floor.

The fear of scrutiny from general education peers (because of thevaesj@pima
associated with “special education” and the fourth floor computer lab) could fewenad the
inclusion students from participating in the CBRDG. Once the students overcamexseroal
obstacles, they had to face outdated computer equipment that often malfunctioned. These
structural conditions created difficulty for us as a group interested issacgeand using
technology. In other words, such conditions are all aspects of deceptive adbesSibilhe one
hand, students are presented with the idea that public schools are fair to evamytbhespther
hand, various structures in place within public schools prevent ease of use and/or passage f
some students. The idea that all students are equal is deceptive, an illusion. Gisterlémas
with disabilities are subjected to the same standards as their nondisabsedheelan suggests
equality for all students. However, the existence of segregated educsétiimgs means that
self-contained students with disabilities are not truly acknowledged or ceetselgual by their
peers in general education, traditional teachers, and administration irhoat. $c my building,
physical barriers among the various schools remind District 75 specialiedistatients of their
differences from mainstream students. However, the micro space credted@RDG melted
the students’ fears about their value as a student labeled as disabled and iltedssgative

stereotypes.
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In what ways does the introduction of a new field, CBRDG serve as foundations for new
culture that could be brought into the classroom to help with the technology integration process?
In this dissertation, | presented cogenerative dialogues, as a new tool nouglyensed for
technology integration in urban special education classrooms nor within speceti@auc
research on technology use in urban special education classrooms. In chaptexphonéd the
inclusion of cogenerative dialogues into the active research and theoretioalviyeks of the
CBRDG as tools for democratic research practice. Cogenerative diglalgodoregrounded the
teaching and learning differences between the CBRDG and the traditiassiodm. While
cogenerative dialogues have been used in urban science education, practices, and educati
research (Tobin, 2005), they have not been utilized as an approach to technologyantegrati
special educational settings. As | engaged in my research, | found tcatdhien of a space
outside the traditional classroom and school structures where students and tzadters
culturally interact required an understanding of the value in cultural diffesearaong
participants. Once | recognized this value and it became a shared preatmisehs CBRDG,
opportunities for the development of shared responsibility for dialogues aasteldching and
learning technology/literacy practices became evident. For egamphy school, the traditional
classroom teaching is centered upon White middle class designs of takingiatadmmg
control. In chapter five, there are images that depict Stewie’s sittingopssivhile the others
are writing. The other students were engaged in writing, but Stewie loaketdatn a
traditional classroom where “think time” is not implemented by the teaSkmwje’s position
and inactivity could be misconstrued as noncompliance. However, within minutes, Gtsae
full writing mode and had changed his body position. Had this been a traditional clasteom, t

teacher would most likely have corrected his body posture. | now know that haected
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Stewie’s sitting position, his concentration and train of thought could have besnpted. In
the CBRDG, experiences like this one altered my teaching practiceseateldcopportunities for
students to learn from what | enacted.

Dialogue practices in the CBRDG enabled the transformation of Brock antSteoles
from receivers of information to peer tutors. In the CBRDG, coteachinggtouse a key
component. This is evident in chapter four in which | describe how Brock, during his tioterac
with me on scanning, also executed the function in a manner that helped his peersnahdiersta
of the steps. In chapter five, | show how Brock and Stewie’s effortddramsd the CBRDG
through their coteaching. For example, Brock felt comfortable enough to@Deael how to use
MS Word and to teach KK how to scan. Stewie adhered to various effectiventealdments
when presenting his digital comic book to the group —e.g., he ensured all could see the
Smartboard, he paused at different times when questions were asked or inteeegiressed in
his work, and pointed to the areas as he talked. More importantly, Stewie explaindftaptdi
steps while linking literacy and technology together. In these instakke®aniel, and Elliot
learned, too. They were receptive learners serving as an example oftpagtnm this
research, which is dialectically related to agency. These scenarios privwidexamples of how
the connection between teaching and learning in a micro field, like the CBRriD@itted
cultural enactment.

How did participation in the CBRDG contribute to the reproduction of culture and
re/construction of identities as the students became technology &setg ™ the research,
Brock and Stewie manifested as coteachers of technology. Essential torthena discussed
more extensively in chapter four, peer tutoring or coteaching is defsneaeachild instructing

another child on material in which the first has become an expert and the secoming lea
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(Damon & Phelps, 1989Db). In this respect, our experience with peer tutoring in the OB&DG
different from what we normally experience in our respective traditidaasrooms. As |
reviewed the chapters in this dissertation, | found that the salient featoreg them is the
search for moments where students built interest and solidarity around leaohinglogy and
literacy as well as moments of cultural enactment. In chapter thdesciibed in detail the
members’ interactions with each other and the technology of MS Word. In timg skett
instructed the functions of MS Word and each member was fully engaged in technabogi thr
practice with me. However, Daniel’'s absence from the group the weele besoited in his
inability to recall the steps. Brock readily offered his assistance aghttBaniel the functions
of MS Word. This resulted in positive group energy, a rise in confidence, andraase in
interest for learning technology. Brock and Stewie’s leadership arurigaabilities helped
others in the group to recognize their own skills. These specific characteistigswith the
members’ successful interactions are highlighted because they hefuteficit perception of
students classified with disabilities. For example, in my building, teadmshrsnistrators, and
school staff do not readily associate such characteristics with urban stladeed emotionally
disturbed. The students’ affiliation with the CBRDG also eliminated angle that may have
existed among them because of their separate educational settinggly $tetieve that for
Brock, Stewie, KK, Daniel, and Eliot, being part of a community in which they were
instrumental in designing the structures facilitated connections to eactanther their own
learning. Unfortunately, on the macro, meso, and micro levels, governmentpakens,
school administrators, and traditional teachers do not recognize the CBREXGtices or
members’ enactment of these practices as valid indicators of educgtiontth. Therefore, if

the CBRDG's teaching and learning practices for technology integraBamaaccepted as
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valid, it raises questions about what knowledge is, what acceptable teachtigpprae, as well

as how knowledge and teaching practices are validated—by whom and for the dfemie@.

Implications for Policy Makers, Administrators, Special Education Teachers,
and Students

Technology integration into education as a tool to improve teaching and learning is not
something teachers simply learn once and then possess for life. It is a phatesguires
continuous collegial support and sharing. It has become abundantly clear td the Hwors
within a particular social field can define what is significant withinrtheid. Our powerful
government made it clear that technology must be used in our daily teachingeadtivit
improve standardized test scores. Although | contend that this mandate is a hedpetefic
grounded within positivistic research and unfair and undemocratic to studéntisabilities, it
is a mandate that is enforced on state and city levels. This mandate has tksctmnection
between government goals and what is actually occurring for studentenmeifeducational
settings — both inclusive general education classrooms and segregatehtsetfed classes
according to disability.

The hierarchy that privileges some students and dismisses others i# imphany
urban settings, but exhibits itself in various contexts in different ways. Fonpdxathe available
research on the impact of technology upon improving academics for studesifseed as
emotionally disturbed or learning disabled is sparse. However, for some dmneatienal
research has highlighted the positive impact of technology upon teaching angl@ahihas
linked academic achievement in general education classrooms to highiiyeddeachers and

their use of technology as a tool (Rundle, 2004). In my school, | have found that teaching
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students with disabilities is viewed differently in the general education arselfheontained
settings. In the general education setting, the environment is acaliiednivan and teachers
are willing to attempt the use of technology in the classroom. However, icosetined
classrooms where students with emotional disturbance are grouped togaditernal special
education teachers are more focused on students’ disability classifecahd addressing
classroom disruptions. Based on my experience, | feel that due to homogenoue plaxfe
students labeled as disruptive, special education teachers are trained tadoeos addressing
behaviors than academic needs. As an alternatively certified spdattion teacher, | worked
in the self-contained classes with students classified with emotionbkaiadioral disorders.
However, based on my experiences in the CBRDG, | learned that students\\atieled
emotional and behavioral disabilities could enact practices not afforded igithaditional
classroom filled with labels.

As | worked with the CBRDG members, | witnessed how they re/construcied the
identities as technology users because they saw themselves as memloceraroiiaity that
used technology. Since students cannot learn technology in isolation or in tradiagseb@ins
with teachers who are not properly trained, it is necessary to create sp@cestudents and
teachers can learn together. It is essential to have a space wharatheagine, share, and
envision together what is possible outside traditional classroom teaching amageAs in the
CBRDG, students need a space where they can learn together with a sugpouivef peers
who can provide them with the confidence and energy needed to enact chngg € in their
classrooms. Without such a space, students may simply continue to adapt leactingspto fit

within the existing culture of their classrooms and schools. For some of our mogirivildged
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urban students in self-contained settings the traditional school culture amdaifassaching
could have severe detrimental consequences later on in life.

As the government revises educational policy to include technology as an actmém
to improve teaching and learning, it is important to consider what it means to lobex t8ho
uses technology in the classroom. We might ask ourselves questions such as thegfolltai
impact might technology use have upon self-contained students homogenously grouped toget
based on their disability classification? What does it mean to providesgkoesvledge,
practice, skills) and does access translate to equitable education\teatalationship
between technology use in the classroom and standardized test scores? &létainship
between technology use in the classroom and student attendance?

As | see it, the problems with technology integration, traditional school caltware
classroom teacher go to the very core of what it means to be an educabamo$tudents
classified as disabled. Technology integration initiatives need to begin by gsiesiipns
related to structure, access, and training. For example, we might ask,nwtiatrat conditions
do teachers and students face when attempting to use technology as a toa\e anpdemics?
Such a question might give rise to other questions such as, what support is the school providing
to traditional self-contained teachers to help them integrate technakogyé curriculum?
What support would teachers have if they wanted to create micro groups, like tD&SCEBR
instruct with technology? Could self-contained teachers receive support on enfilegn
student-coteaching roles? If a school is wired for Internet accessravthyeae no computers in
the classrooms? Why is there a computer lab with outdated equipment that ticed&mévhy
are there no available computer labs or portable laptops in the school? If theveldhas

Internet access and there are working computers in the classroomsewbgciiers and/or
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students not using them? Why do teachers and students conceptualize computersmoméyah t
entertainment value? What message does the school’s physical condition sanldeistand
students in the special education division who are mandated to take standataizeded wish
to use technology yet are not granted access to technology? Questions suchnagsilese
addressed if technology is to be used as a tool to improve student academic performance
standardized exams and if education is to be truly equitable.

My study is located in a specific place with a limited amount of studenemnted to
explore how students classified as emotionally disturbed are viewed withirhoyl by
teachers, administrators, and nondisabled peers. | wanted to show how the eepistesigace to
teach and learn technology is the key to the transformation of traditionabolassin my
school. It is the means by which students labeled as disabled not only comprehend their
situations and abilities in local contexts, but also dispel stereotypes, stignkthe injustices.
In all, the CBRDG provided marginalized students with the opportunity to be heardeantbs

their abilities without the constraints of demeaning labels or segregateidglistructures.
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APPENDIX A

The Comic Book Dialogue Group
The 6-Week Schedule

Hardware

Software Utensils

Scanner
Smartboard
Video Camera
discs

Word Paper
Powerpoint Folders
MS Picture Viewer
MS Paint / Photoshop Pencils

MS Publisher Pens

MS QuickTime Player Colored Pencils
MovieMaker crayons

Week 1

Time:
10:45 -11:35

Introduction :

Understanding the Comic Book Group dialogues dsions
Overview of rules and how to respect each other
Describe what will be accomplished over the 6-weeks

Start

Any type of writing has a format

What are some things that a story needs? (titemachers people, settingolaces, times; topic
situations (issues) event that creates a story)

o Title: frames your story

0 Characters: Do we need 50 or 60 characters inrg?sto

0 Setting: how many places, times will you use?

o Topic: you can have an issue or a situation thiesshe whole story.

Writing has a format:

0 You need a title or a topic heading

o0 How many parts must a story have? Three - (beginmmddle, end)

The Comic Book takes the same format

You need to have 1) title 2) storyline or a topjcBaracters 4) setting 5) situation
Create our stories, Discuss our stories, Get fegdliadit our story lines

The Comic Book — Start (The Draft)

This storyline will be on the inside cover of yaamic books.

1)
2)
3)
4)

Today, we will explore the Comic Books / Graphicvdts — 10 minutes to write
Think of the main topic — what story would you liteecreate

Characters, Situation or issue, Share Information

Typing the story - 10 minutes

Next, - 10 minutes

Sharing your story and getting constructive feelbac
Editing your story

Create a folder for work

Typing your story on MS Word.

Next week, we will:

1) Edit our storyline and type it out on the word m@esing application, if we haven't done so.
2) Then, you will begin constructing 2-3 charactersdabon the storyline that will interact with
each other.

Week 2

Time:
10:45 -11:35

Quick Review - Group Discussion:

Last week you began writing the storyline for yoomic books.

Gave each other constructive feedback

Today we will discuss our storylines for our corb@oks

We will split into two groups and have the seconaug type their stories
APPLICATION: MSWORD and Editing
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The Comic Book— Today:

o Wewill:

1) discuss the characters who will express the stayli

2) share and critique each others story for editspaadfing

3) edit our stories in MS Word Processing application

4) Format - Breakdown the story - Layout the stonttmacomic strip
5) Create the characters for the storyline

6) Side-by-side story and characters

Next week, we will:
1) Discuss the storyline, edit it on the word proceskseakdown the story into a comic strip layout,
create characters side-by-side.

Week 3 Quick Review— Group Discussion
» Last week we discussed the characters who willesgthe storyline
Time: » Shared and critiqued each others story for editsparoofing
10:45-11:35 » edited our stories in MS Word Processing applicatio
» APPLICATION: SCANNING
The Comic Book — Today:
1) Learn about scanning
Next week, we will:
1) Learn about scanning and creating a cover that suines our work
Week 4 Quick Review— Group Discussion
1) Format - Breakdown the story - Layout the stontloecomic strip
Time: 2) Create the characters for the storyline
10:45-11:35 3) Side-by-side story and characters
The Comic Book — Today:Scanning images and the cover
Learn how to scan an image
1) Layout the story on the comic strip with Images #adt text
2) Format —images
3) Float text
Week 5 Quick Review— Group Discussion
1) Layout the story on the comic strip with Images #adt text
Time: 2) Format —images
10:45-11:35 3) Float text
The Comic Book — Today:putting it all together
1) Finalizing your comic books (formatting images, kground, and text)
2) lllustrating the cover
Week 6 Quick Review— Group Discussion and party
Time: Wrap-up our project by reviewing what we have aqglished over the 6-week period.
10:45-11:35 Reviewing each others work

Each student should know:

1) Knowledge about the writing process
2) Technical skills

3) Socialization skills

Each student should have:

1) Comic book
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Agency. The power of an individual to act in a certain field. Often referenced to as being
dependent on the structures that impact the field.

Alternate Assessment Classroom/StudentsAlternative Assessment classes are generally
12:1:4 and 6:1:1 to accommodate students with multiple disabilities (such as mendaitien,
blindness, and orthopedic impairment.

Cogenerative dialogue Conversation that individuals who are in the same field are
engaged in where the goal is co-creating a plan of action to improve futureerges in
the field.

Cultural capital - is comprised of the skills, knowledges, behaviors and dispositions acquired
throughout a person’s life as she participates in cultural practices

Deceptive Accessibility | define deceptive accessibility as the psychological underpinning
related to the dominant cultural groups (government leaders, business leadets, paditional
teachers). Deceptive accessibility identifies the group that masrtae power to control and
marginalize the less powerful and their ability to presents the illusiairokgs, equal access, or
equality among all. It foregrounds the dominants groups’ behavior, thinking, motivation, and
relationships along with their tools of control (i.e., educational policy, memberskaipnation)

to grant or deny access.

Dialectic: The relationship between two seemingly opposite and interacting ideas that
pronounces the fact that they are dependent on each other in order to exist. The sheffe
stroke (|) is placed between the two concepts to indicate the existence of thetdvem pa
either side of the sheffer stroke as constituting a whole.

District 75 (D75) -is a separate school district that provides citywide educational, vocational,

and behavior support programs for students who are on the autism spectrum, severely
challenged, and/or multiply disabled. District 75 consists of 56 school organizatioressahdm

hospital instruction, and vision and hearing services. The schools and programstadedibca

more than 350 sites in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, Staten Island and Syosset, New
York. The mission of District 75 is to provide appropriate standards-based educatignais,0

with related service supports, to approximately 23,000 students with severegdsllen
commensurate with their abilities

Field: A physical and temporal place where individuals interact with each other. This
may include a two-person conversation or a city full of people. A field maydteche
within other fields. Culture in one field will always try to be enacted within sthgelds
are structured with resources that support the expression of agency.

Hegemony A social system where one group’s power over another is established and
accepted without questioning its origin or implications. In a hegemonic systepawiee
imbalances are oftentimes so ingrained into the social psyche that atiemnptsver
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them are resisted by the victims of its oppression.

Cultural Identity - is the (feeling of) identity of a group or culture, or of an individual as far as
he or she is influenced by her belonging to a group or culture

Immanent Critique - the philosophical or sociological strategy that analyzes cultural forms by
locating contradictions in the rules and systems necessary to the productiore dbthiss The
method thus aims to contextualize not only the object of its investigation, but alsodllogiicke
basis of that object; both the object and the category to which it belongs are shovpnoduots

of a historical process.

Inclusion Program (District 75) - the practice of integrating disabled students into schools. The
inclusion program allows students labeled as emotional disturbed to be educated getretiad
education population. The District 75 (D75) inclusion program is designed to move self-
contained students who demonstrate academic, social, emotional, and behavioral ip®vem
to the least restrictive educational setting.)

Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) - In the United States dndividualized Education
Plan, commonly referred to as #BP, is mandated by the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA). In An individualized educational plan means one that is designed t
meet the uniqgue educational needs of one child, as defined by federal regulationR. 34 CF
300.320. The IEP must be tailored to the individual student's needs as identified by the
evaluation process and must help teachers and related service providers understaddritie
disability and how the disability affects the learning process. In otheswibrel IEP should
describe how the student learns, how the student best demonstrates that learnirag and wh
teachers and service providers will do to help the student learn more effectively

Legitimate Periperiphal Participation (LPP) is the process by which newcomers become full
members by learning from old-timers and by being allowed to partidipagrtain tasks that
relate to the practices of the community. It suggests an opening, a waginfgaicess to
sources for understanding through growing involvement.

Lifeworld : Refers to one’s lived experience prior to reflective processes andianaly
The summation of all everyday experiences as they are being enactedetubi
become the lifeworld.

New York City Teaching Fellow (NYCTF) Program The New York City Teaching Fellows
(NYC TF) (The NYC Teaching Fellows is an alternative certificatiagpmm that was founded
in 2000 in response to the largest teacher shortage the NYC Department of Education. The
program’s goal is to raise the quality of education in New York City Public sdpal$racting
professionals from other fields into the classroom as teachers. MapyeztEellows have
almost no teaching experience, and accepted Fellows include recent godldgates as well as
former accountants, nurses, chief, executives, secretaries, artists,$tairaat retirees.
http://www.nycteachingfellows.oryy/

Practice: Actions that an individual performs. Multiple patterned actions become
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practices and multiple practices become rituals.

Self-contained classroom elassrooms are a therapeutic educational setting where students
classified with the same disability (e.g. emotional disturbance, |epdisability, autism) are
placed with a special education teacher and support staff.

Stakeholder.The term “stakeholder” is used to identify a group of prominent individuals in any
cultural field. The stakeholders in any setting are able to impregnattéuses with their values,
culture, and goals.

Standardized Assessment Classroom/Studentsire generally 12:1:1 or the more restrictive
8:1:1 setting (12 or 8 students, 1 teacher and 1 paraprofessional.) The students astigeed t
academic settings are considered to be as capable of taking the Ne@tater Standardized
Examinations (with testing accommodations) as the general education populatioraddraiac
program for the Standardized students is geared towards earning a redutahloigl diploma.

Structure: Used in this paper with a dual meaning. In reference to agency, it is the
physical, symbolic or temporal resource that causes an individual or group to®nact it
power to act in a certain way. Structure also refers to a system or umaghia¢en set in place
as the norm.
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