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Abstract
In this qualitative case study, | constructed interpretations of the meanings
conveyed by state-level discourse communities as they were manifested in the primary
DQG VHFRQGDUN\ VSHHFK JHQUHV RI )0RULGDYV DGROHVFHQI OLYHUDF\ SRlicy. Meanings (or values,
beliefs and feelings) are highly tacit understandings embedded in the language, actions
and objects of policy (Yanow, 2000), and are conveyed through informal and formal
speech (Bakhtin, 1986). Results revealed (a) state policy meanings convey multiple

versions of literacy with a heavy focus on receptive aspects of literate practice



Chapter I: Introduction

Policy influences practice. Government-sanctioned policy messages shape
ideology, discourse, resource allocation and subsequently, the cognition, experience and
practice of the implementing agents and their clients (Edmondson, 2000; McDonnell,
2009; Stevens, 2003; Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002; Yanow, 2000). Policy artifacts
(language, objects and actions) provide a framework and support for enhancing practice,
but when ill-designed, they can create incompetence or other counter-consequences
(Cohen, Moffit, & Goldin, 2007; Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009; Spillane, Reiser, &

Reimer, 2002). Whatever the result, policy, from conception to legitimation,



sense-PDNLQJ HIIRUIV  &REXUQ JUDQ]DN PV LQ SRZHV 3FR-
constructHG™ DGDSIDILRQ R1 %DNKILQTV 6) utterance linkages, the ways practitioners
respond to policy informs subsequent policy responses. Practice influences policy.
Problem Statement: The Education Policy-Practice Dilemma

While it is common to configure practice and policy as polar opposites, as in the
tension-IL00HG 3XV-IKHP~ SDUDGLJP GRFXPHQIHG EN\ $INLQVRQ IIKH ZR DFWXDO0N\ UHON
upon one another. Along with a host of external factors, social policy and practice exist
more as a co-constructed, ecological relationship (Davis & Sumara, 2006; Schneider, &
Ingram, 1997; Stevens & Wikstrom, 2007; Valencia & Wixson, 2004; Weaver-
Hightower, 2008). What appears to help fuel the tension in this dynamic relationship is a
propensity to underestimate the complexities embedded in and surrounding the micro-
macro configuration. In the education sector, this tendency is most noticeable in terms of
the primary functions of schooling: teaching and learning (Cohen, Mofit & Goldin, 2007;
Elmore & McLaughlin, 1988).

Historically, education policy has made substantive progress in building and

sustaining a bureaucratic stronghold via policy designs that utilize instruments such as



summing up this perplexing dilemma over twenty years ago, Milbrey McLaughlin
H[SODLQHG 3SROLF\ DIl EHVIl FDQ HQDECH RXIFRPHV EXI LQ KH 1LQD0 DQDONVLY Ll FDQQRI PDQGDIH
ZKDIl PDINHUV"  OF/DXJKOLQ S $QG ZKLH VRPH SURJUHW KDV EHHQ PDGH
since then with respect to understanding the complexities of education policy design and
implementation (Honig, 2009; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Valencia & Wixson, 2004;
Weaver-Hightower, 2008), this conundrum is still at the crux of education policy and
practice today (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Cohen, Moffitt, & Goldin, 2007). For this reason,
some have called for policy research that links the macro and micro levels of the
education endeavor (Darling-Hammond, 1990; Franzak, 2006; Valencia & Wixson,
2000).

Yet, policy cannot and does not wait for research HVSHFLDOON LQ 3XUJHQH™ VLIXDHLRQV
(Lindblom, 2005; Lindblom & Woodhouse, 1993; Shanahan, 2005). And, occasionally,
policy operates in spite of research (Cross, 2004; Jimerson, et al., 2006). Driven by a
discourse of crisis, policy actors have recently turned their attention to a particular aspect
of teaching and learning: adolescent literacy (Christie, 2008; Jacobs, 2008; Moore, 2009;

Stevens,



2007, 2008; Berman, 2008; Snow, Martin, & Berman, 2008; see also Torgesen, et al.,
2007).
Purpose of the Study

This research focuses on )0RULGDV UHVSRQVH IR concerns about literacy teaching
and learning at the secondary level. Based on the assumption that policy meanings are
culturally situated and multivocal (Marshall, Mitchell & Wirt, 1989; Yanow, 2000), the
purpose of this qualitative case study was to construct interpretations of the values,
beliefs and feelings conveyed by state-level discourse communities as they were
manifested in the primary and secRQGDU\ VSHHFK JHQUHV RI )0RULGDYV DGROHVFHQI OLWHUDF\
policy (Bakhtin, 1986; Yanow, 2000). Supported by the results, and guided by
complexity thinking, 1 proposed a model for reconfiguring )0RULGD{V DSSURDFK IR UHIRUP
(Davis & Sumara, 2006; Stevens, 2006).

More specifically, I isolated the explicit and implicit meanings state policy actors
conveyed about adolescent literacy through the language, actions and objects (Yanow,
2000) of policy reform. Because adolescent literacy policy is disseminated to local
education agencies and ultimately teachers and students through both informal primary
speech as well as more complex, secondary speech (Bakhtin, 1986), | used this
framework to structure my analysis. Once these key assumptions and structures were
identified, | reconfigured them in terms of the conditions under which complex systems
flourish, with an emphasis on adolescent literacy teaching and learning (Davis & Sumara,
2006; Morrison, 2008; Stevens, 2006). The unit of analysis, then, was the design of
FloULGDYV secondary literacy policy, or the mechanisms created and disseminated by state

level policy actors for implementation at the school level. Stated differently, this study



was situated at the macro, or state level, but conceptually, it was concerned with the
micro, or classroom level ,Q KLV VHQVH Ll LV SROLF\ UHVHDUFK ZLiK D 3SHGDJRJLFDO H\H ~
(Darling-Hammond, 1990, p. 340).

In particular, | was interested in complexity thinking, and the idea that highly
FRPSOH[ VAWHPV 3(HDUQ ~ RU FRQWIDQIO\ DGDSt to their environment by operating within
the parameters of proscribed (as opposed to prescribed) conditions (Davis & Sumara,
2006; Davis, Sumara, & Luce-Kapler, 2008). Complex systems are scale-free, meaning

they are comprised of parts that resemble the



Because | was interested in the qualities of the artifacts that house government-
sanctioned meanings about adolescent literacy, | conducted a qualitative case study in
order to FRQWUXFY LQIHUSUHIDILRQV RT VWDIH CHYHO SROLF\ DFWRUVY YDOXHV EHOLHIV DQG 1HHOLQJV
about adolescent literacy reform vis a vis adolescent literacy policy (Dyson & Genishi,
2005; Yanow, 2000). As a framework for data collection and analysis, | used <DQRZ{V
(1996, 2000) interpretive policy analysis (IPA).

PBQFKRUHG E\ WKH SUHPLVH IIKDIi D SROLF\V PHDQLQJ LV DPELIXRXV DQG PX0ILYRFDO
IPA is particularly well-suited for a study of the policy-SUDFILFH R1 )0RULGDYV DGROHVFHQII
literacy policy design. Yanow describes three dimensions of human meaning making:
values (logos), feelings (pathos), and beliefs (ethos). These abstract, tacitly held
dimensions of meaning are manifested more concretely in the language, actions and
objects of human interaction (Yanow, 2000, p. 15). And, across the various communities
RI'D VAVIHP Dii 0DUJH WKHVH GLPHQVLRQV ILOIHU SROLF\ DFIRUVY LQWHUSUHIDILRQV DV IKH\ PDNH
sense of policy (Cohen, Mofit & Goldin, 2007; Yanow, 2000). In this case, | was
interested in the values, feelings and beliefs of a relatively small subset of policy actors
ZKR H[HUI D KHDY\ LQIOXHQFH RQ IKH GHVLIQ R1 )0RULGDYV DGROHVFHQI OWHUDF\ UHIRUP (Song
& Young, 2008). Along with others (Agnello, 2001; Edmondson, 2002, 2004; Peters,
2007), Yanow (2000) highlights the need to ask alternative questions of policy that step
away from the realm of functional analysis (e.g., cost-benefit or decision studies) and
engage in questioning that explores the meanings that under gird policy as they are

conveyed by different communities of practice.



Rationale

Because this study addresses both system-wide and local concerns about
adolescent literacy reform, the rationale for this study was multifaceted. Theoretically, it
reaches across educational research domains, answering the call for policy studies,
especially those informed by both literacy and policy expertise (Valencia & Wixson,
2004). In practical terms, this study addresses concerns about policy efficacy on both
normative and functional grounds.

Crossing the domain divide. Education policy researchers have cited the need
for the analysis of policy designs as they relate to teaching and learning (Elmore &

Mc






XQGHUVIDQGLQJV™ RI OLIHUDF\ RU SROLF\ GHSHQGLQJ RQ WKH UHVHDUFKHUV RULHQtation (Valencia
and Wixson, 2000, p. 929). This dearth of literacy-informed policy research along with a
persistent academic disconnect across domains is problematic, especially as it relates to
education reform designed for struggling students who have been marginalized by the
system (Alvermann, 2002; Franzak, 2006; McDonnell, 2009).

This study addresses the paucity of literacy policy research. Because it is
concerned with the quality of policy design and implementation, this inquiry is an
examination ol )(RULGDYV SROLF\ IURP DQ organizational approach (Floden, 2007).
Although it falls within the domain of policy research, unlike many policy-oriented
studies, this study is infused with research-based knowledge about adolescent literacy
teaching and learning. In other words, this study has the potential to strengthen
organizational robustness and efficiency (Davis & Sumara, 2006) because it is augmented
by discipline-based knowledge about the end-users of adolescent literacy policy (i.e.,
students and teachers). End-users are those who, according to Stevens (2006, p. 304),
HUWKHU 3IDNH XS PRGLIN UHNHFW DOWHU LJQRUH RYHUORRN SXii RQ SHGHWIDOV RU YLOLIN™ HiKH
government directives intended to strengthen learning.

This study was conducted by way of an emic (Patton, 2002) researcher
perspective; one based on my own advanced graduate studies, doctoral research, K-12
and university teaching experience (all of which have been focused on literacy). This
perspective served as an ideological counter-weight to the policy authority embedded in
policy artifacts. Thus, this study is neither policy research from a literacy perspective, nor
literacy research with a policy perspective: It is an amalgamation of discipline-based

knowledge and policy expertise called for by Valencia and Wixson (2000; 2004).
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scripts (Dorn, 2007; Peters, 2007, see also Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Additionally, it is
common for states to adopt policy designs from other states in a process called policy
innovation diffusion (see, for example, Cohen-Vogel & McLendon, 2009). Citing the
lack of previously existing policies specific to adolescent literacy, Franzak (2006) and
Stevens (2006) urge caution as new policy responses are crafted. Like EImore and
McLaughlin (1988), they advise that the present time is a critical opportunity to engage
thoughtfully about roles: of policy, teachers, and young people as they relate to
adolescent literacy.

This research provides an alternative reading and response IIR )0RULGD{V FXUUHQW
adolescent literacy reform policy. The study is a systematic analysis of the government-
sanctioned meanings housed in adolescent literacy artifacts. It is also a proposal for
reconceptualizing policy as a method for leveraging complexity at both the macro and
PLFUR (HYHOV RT WHDFKLQJ DQG 0HDUQLQJ 7KXV WKH IXVILILFDILRQ IRU H[DPLQLQJ )(RULGDYV
adolescent literacy policy is warranted on both functional and normative grounds as

advised by social scientist Max Weber






Wirt, 1989; Peters, 2007; Weaver-Hightower, 2008). These complexities are driven by

both external and

13



Complexity thinking (Davis, & Sumara, 2006) offers a relatively new way to
conceptualize education policy design and implementation (Honig, 2009; Mason, 2008;

Stevens, 2006; Weaver

14
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YDULHG UHVSRQVH™  ®DYLV ~ 6XPDUD S In a viable complex education system,

local variab
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Discourse Community- D JURXS RI SHRSIH ZKR 2HQJIDJIH LQ« VLPLIDU DFIV ~ HPSIR\
3YLPLODU FRIQUILYH PHFKDQLYPY ~ DQG 3XVHe VLPLODU (DQIXDJH IR IDIN DERXI IKRXJKII RU
DFILRQ” <DQRZ S

Enabling Constraints- a complexity thinking condition necessary for individual

and system-wide learning (or emergence, or adaptation to the environment), which
FRQVIVIV RI SURVFULEHG JXLGHOLQHV IKDH SURYLGH 3VXTILFLHQW FRKHUHQFH IR RULHQH DIHQIVY
actions and sufficient randomness to allRZ IRU I0H[LEOH DQG YDULHG UHVSRQVH™ = DYLV
Sumara, 2006, p. 148).

Literacy- Literacy encompasses the practices of reading, writing, speaking,
viewing and listening as they are socially-situated and driven. | draw from the work of
Moje (1996) and Alvermann (2002) to formulate this definition of literacy, which
acknowledges, but goes beyond the boundaries of traditional school literacy. This
perspective acknowledges the ever-evolving nature of literacy as well as the subtle and
not-so-subtle variances across contexts and disciplinary domains at any given point in
time.

Marginalized Adolescent Literacy Learner-1 adapted KLV {HUP IURP )UDQ]DN{V

3ODUJLQDIL]HG SHDGHU ~ D WIXGHQN ZKR H[SHULHQFHV 3GLILFXWN\ ZWK VFKRRO-based literacy,
IRU D YDULHIN\ RT UHDVRQV™ (2006, p. 211). | worked under the assumption that a
marginalized literacy learner frequently struggles with and is disengaged from academic
literacy (see above). These students are also often at risk of becoming school drop outs,
either figuratively or literally. Like Franzak, | too acknowledged that my use of this term
is socially constructed and it frames adolescents in terms of my own interpretations of

schooling (Franzak, 2006, p. 212).
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one who influences adolescent literacy policy through a tertiary group such as research or
support organizations, foundations, or advocacy groups.

Policy Goals-Goals, along with targets and tools (below), comprise the three
elements of a given policy design (Honig, 2009). Policy goals are the implicit and explicit
SXUSRVHV RI WKH SRILF\ 6XEVXPHG ZLIKLQ D SRILF\{V SXUSRVHV LV liIKH RYHUDO) VFRSH RU
breadth of change, and its ambitiousness, or depth of change, as it relates to adolescent
literacy.

Policy-Practice Configuration- This term is adapted from Elmore and McLaughlin

(1988), who describe policy, practice and administration as interacting spheres. It is
important to stress, however, that the lines between these spheres are ambiguous. For
example, a local administrator acts simultaneously as practitioner and policy maker as
she both receives and initiates policy directives (Cohen, Mofit & Goldin, 2007). For the
purposes of this study of state adolescent literacy policy, the policy-practice configuration
is conceptualized as a systemic relationship of policy makers, administrators and teachers
whose community of practice (Yanow, 2000) and relative influence spans to varying
degrees within and across state and local levels.

Policy Research-Although the research method I used carries the moniker of

interpretive policy analysis, | considered this study to fall within the domain of policy
research. Policy research is related to, but distinct from the term policy analysis. As
discussed by Weimer (2009) and Weimer and Vining (2005), policy research is directed
toward policy actors as well as members of the disciplinary research community and is a
PHDQV WKURXJIK ZKLFK IIKH 3H[IHQI DQG QDWXUH RI D FRQGLILRQ KD PD\ EH ZRUIK\ RI SXEOLF

DIWHQILRQ™ LV H[DPLQHG = HLPHU S 3ROLF\ DQDONVLV RQ IKH RWKHU KDQG LV
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3F(LHQ-oriented advice UHHYDQI #R SXEOLF GHFLVLRQV ~ DQG LV DLPHG Dif D VSHFLILF SHUVRQ RU
institution, such as legislative committee members (Weimer and Vining, 2005, p. 25).
While some writers use the terms interchangeably, loosely describing policy study in
JHQHUDO DV 3DQDONVLY ~ LQ WKLV IXG\ , UHWHULFI P\ XVH IR 3SRILF\ UHVHDUFK™ LQ RUGHU IIR
GHPDUFDIH L IURP SROLF\ DQDONVLV LQ IIKH 3FDQRQLFD0” VHQVH ZKLFK INSLFDOO\ LV XQGHUWRRG
to generate economically oriented cost-benefit studies commissioned by particular clients

Policy Targets-These are the individuals on whom a policy is focused (Valencia

- L[VRQ KD LV IKH RQHV ZKR DUH 3VSHFLILFDO0N QDPHG LQ SROLF\ GHVLIQV DV
HVVHQILDO iR DFKLHYLQJ SROLF\ JRDOV"  +RQLJ S ,Q WKLV FDVH LWl LV DVVXPHG lIKHVH
individuals are the practitioners and students at the local school level.

Policy Tools-These are the mechanisms through which government conveys
policy to those who are to deliver the policy. For the purposes of this study, these tools
are mandates, incentives, system changes, capacity building initiatives and symbolic or
hortatory language (this last tool is also called moral suasion by Peters, 2007) (Schneider
& Ingraham, 1990; McDonnell & Elmore, 1987).

Primary and Secondary Speech Genres- Bakhtin (1986) used the terms primary

and secondary as anchors in the continuum of speech genres. Primary speech is simple
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UHVHDUFK LV IKH 3IKRXJKIIX0 HIUDSRIDILRQV” DQG FRQQHFILRQV VIDNHKROGHUV IURP RIKHU VIIDIHY
PD\ PDNH IR J0HDQ 0HWRQV DQG 3SRWHQHLDO DSSOLFDILRQV™ DFURW YDULRXV VIDIH ERXQGDULHV
(Patton, 2002, p. 584). Thus, transferability, a Constructivist analogy to the traditional
notion of generalizability (Lincoln and Guba, cited in Patton, 2002), was indeed a
strength of this research.

Finally, I mention four assumptions that under gird this research. | took it as a
given that a primary source of the tension in the policy-practice configuration stems from
an inequitable distribution of knowledge in relation to the system at large. Second, I
made the assumption that the aims of literacy education stretch beyond the scope of
economic productivity to include humanistic benefits (see Schoenfeld, & Pearson, 2009
and Pasco County FL, 2002). Third, although others have questioned the validity of
educational crisis language (e.g., Berliner & Biddle, 1995), | did not question it here. This
is because | wanted to work from the supposition that there are indeed weaknesses in
secondary literacy teaching and learning (although perhaps not of the type implied by the
prevailing discourse of crisis). Last, because this research is policy analysis from an
organizational rather than from a critical perspective (Floden, 2007) | worked from the
assumption that the primary intent of both policy makers and practitioners is to improve

the quality of teaching and learning for all students toward these ends.
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Chapter I1: Review of Related Literature
In this case study | construct an interpretation of the values, beliefs and feelings
held by state level discourse communities as they are housed in the primary and
VHFRQGDUN\ VSHHFK JHQUHV R1 )0RULGDYV DGROHVFHQI OLWHUDF\ SROLF\ DUWLIDFIV %DVHG RQ WKH
results, 1 will use FRPSOH[LIN\ TKLQNLQJ IR SURSRVH D PRGHO IRU UHFRQILIXULQJ WKLV VIIDIH{V
approach to reform at both the macro and the micro levels. I will be guided by the
following research questions:

1. What is the nature of the values, beliefs and feelings about adolescent
literacy conveyed by state-level discourse communities as these meanings
are manifested across the primar\ DQG VHFRQGDU\ VSHHFK JHQUHV R1 )(0RULGDIV
adolescent literacy reform policy?

2. +RZ FDQ )(RULGDYV DGROHVFHQI OLIHUDF\ UHIRUP SROLF\ EH UHFRQFHSIXDIL]HG
using complexity thinking
(a) as a method for policy design?

(b) as a goal for adolescent literacy teaching and learning?
The term discourse community LV D JURXS RI SHRSOH ZKR 3HQJDJH LQ« VLPLIDU
DRIV~ HPSOR\ 3VLPLODU FRIQULYH PHFKDQLVPV ~ DQG 3XVH« VLPLODU 0(DQJIXDJH WR WDON DERXW
IKRXJKW RU DFILRQ” <DQRZ S Primary and secondary speech genres refer
respectively to informal, everyday speech and formal, more abstract speech (often in the
form of written text. Each of these terms is discussed in depth in other parts of this

chapter and the next.



In order to anchor my data collection, analysis and p
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the industrial era on public education, whereby inquiry drew heavily on scientific
efficiency and a top-down, centralized and hierarchically imposed framework of order
and control (Callahan, 1964; Tyack, 1974). Relying heavily on scientific determinism,

theories of complicated systems are based on the notion that a system is reducible
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Additionally, members of complex systems interrelate locally, or across short-range
spaces. They self-organize and operate, both individually and as a group, in a dynamic
and open exchange with the environment (Davis & Sumara, 2006). Due to this constant

interaction within and across their surroundings, complex forms are never static; rather,
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Carstens and Beck (2005, p. 24) for example, explain the conditions that promote
workplace learning for young adults from this generation. They include opportunities for
HlULD0 DQG HUWRU DYRLGDQFH RI 3IRUPD0” LQVIUXFILRQ an interest in learning from peers rather
than authority, the seeking of information only when it is authentically needed, risk-
taking within a safe environment, and task relevance. Many of these features of
instruction are not evidenced in traditional classrooms today (Gee, 2004). Could it be that
the adolescent literacy crisis is the result of tipping point such as the shift in learning
preferences of students? If there is indeed an ecological explanation for the crisis, the
complexity thinking notion of enabling constraints may provide a useful way to
reconfigure our approach to adolescent literacy teaching and learning policy.

Enabling constraints. The paradox of random coherence, as described by Stevens
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As a condition necessary for a complex emergence, the virtues of enabling
constraints apply both to the system at large as well as to its nested sub-groupings. Put
simply, enabling constraints apply to the individual classroom level as well as throughout
the policy-practice ecology. For instance, according to Stevens (2006, p. 305),
SDUILFLSDQIV] VHOI-organization prompts a learning context that cannot be remotely
3SUHGHIHUPLQHG RU VIDILFDOON\ UHOHJDWHG™ EN D GLVWDQI SROLF\ PDNHU{V SXUSRVHV %\ VKHHU
QHFHWLIN LW LV WKH ORFDO SDUILFLSDQIV ZKR 3FUDII HUDVH UHFUDIN DQG PRGLI\ VXFK
SXUSRVHV ~ ORUULVRQ S SXIV I PRUH VXFFLQFIO\  32UGHU LV QRW LPSRVHG LW
HPHUJHV ~ ,Q WKH IRORZLQJ GLVFXWIRQ , H[S(Lcate the applicability of enabling constraints
as guide for teaching and learning as well as for policy design.

Enabling constraints for teaching and learning. The condition of enabling

constraints is a adjective-noun combination which describes a setting or condition
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YLDEGH ~ 7KH\ dictate the margins, not the content of DJHQIV] behaviors. Davis and Sumara
posit, for instance, that in any new class grouping, students and teachers are constantly
3QHJRILDILQJ VRFLDO SRVUILRQLQJ HVIDEOLVKLQJ JURXS QRUPV DQG LQVFULELQJ D FRUOHFILYH
GHQILN\" S ,Q DGGUILRQ WR HSOLFLY EHKDYLRUDO ERXQGDULHV SURYLded by individuals,
groups and the setting, these tacit understandings form the very basis for individual and
group emergence.

Importantly, however, the physical and conceptual boundaries of complex
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When the dual conditions of contextual noise and open rules are in place, learning
is allowed to occur at the group level as well as at the individual level. And, as in a
symbiotic relationship, diversified individual growth stimulates productive collective
growth.

The successful collective is not just more intelligent than the smartest of its

members, it also presents occasions for all of the participants to be smarter--that

is, to be capable of actions, interpretations, and conclusions that they wouldQfli

typically achieve on their own. (Davis, Sumara, & Luce-Kapler, 2008, p. 192).
Here, it is important to note that in a classroom, the teacher is considered as a group
participant. This perspective of group learning recognizes the tension between student-
centered and teacher-centered learning approaches (Davis & Sumara, 2006), because, like
a camera lens that zooms in and out, the focus is simultaneously on individual and group
emergence.

The interplay between individual and group learning points to a frequently cited
PDQIUD 3RQH VL]H GRHV not ILI DI ~ SDQGRP FRKHUHQFH LPSRVHV D EDOIDQFH EHIIZHHQ WKH
chaotic and the fixed, so there is adequate room for local diversity, flexibility, creativity
and individual response. In curricular terms, as Davis and Sumara (2006, pp. 148-149)
H[SODLQ WKLV LV 3QRW D PDIHU R1 HYHU\RQH GRHV lIKH VDPH WKLQJ § QRU iHYHUNRQH GRHV WKHLU
RZQIKLQJ § EXIf RI pHYHUNRQH SDUILFLSDIHV LQ D NRLQW SURIHFI §

Enabling constraints for policy making. Because complex systems are scale-free,
the same applications can be made at the policy level. Obviously, state policy actors must
operate within certain constraints, such as resource levels and election cycles that bring

ideological changes in policy foci, and a milieu literally filled with multiple viewpoints






for synergy, divergence and creativity. This approach to pO( )f[3cugys
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Two other concerns arise. Morrison (2008) notes that several of the characteristics
of complexity already exist in educational nomenclature (and | would add policy-making
as well). For example, control, learning, emergence, creativity, feedback, and diversity
are all typical features of educational policy-practice discourse. Also, a relatively new

fHUP 3QRQ-QHJRILDEOHV ~ LV DQ DGPLQLVIUDILYH SROLF\ DFIRUV] H[SUHWVLRQ IRU WKRVH
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LQIHUDFIILRQV DV KLIKON\ VLWXDWHG 3VSRQIDQHRXV™ DQG 3ILFNOH = $QG LI LV SUHFLVHON WKLV DFLW
and extremely variable practitioner knowledge that adds local value to the resources and
regulatory frameworks provided by the government (Allington, 2002; Elmore &
McLaughlin, 1988).

From a policy perspective, teachers also may possess limited knowledge, which
can result in distortions of policy goals designed to strengthen teaching and learning.
Many have documented situations where practitioners modify or misapply instructional
policy, whether intentionally or unintentionally, to the detriment of student learning
(Dennis, 2008; Franzak, 2008; Kragler, Martin & Kroeger, 2008; McGill-Franzen, 2000).
This misapplication of policy can occur due to limited knowledge about subject matter,
ineffective pedagogical practices, beliefs, or other circumstantial factors (Valencia &
Wixson, 2004). However, it must be noted that policies can also become the catalyst for
practitioner incompetence when their designs are overly ambitious or when they provide
inadequate implementation support (Cohen, Moffit, & Goldin, 2007; Dorn, 2007,
Franzak, 2008; Hinchman & Zalewski, 1996). These findings indicate the need for a
balance between overly prescriptive policy solutions and highly vague policy goals
(Davis & Sumara, 2006; Stevens, 2006).

Rather than a broad, macro-view of the public education endeavor, practitioners
have a laser-like focus and knowledge of the specific clients with whom they work. From
this position, 3front-line professionals™ (Knapp, Bamburg, & Ferguson, 1998) hold a
limited and sometimes ambivalent view of the multi-district trends and patterns so
fundamental to the goals of state policy makers and administrators (Stevens, 2006).

Peters (2007, p. 109) notes that practitioners who work especially with marginalized
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clients are often prone to identify and empathize with particular individuals, resulting in
3GHYRILRQ IR D SHUFHLYHG PLWLRQ™ WKD FDQ GLIIHU IlJom broader goals intended by
legislative and executive policy. This phenomenon is taken up by Faulkner (2005), who
GHVFULEHV D 3EDFN IR EDVLFV” WHDFKHU ZKRVH ULJLG DQG QDUURZ LQIHUSUHIDILRQ R1IKH ZULUILQJ
needs of her struggling student inadvertently reinforced his own dismal assessment of his
ability to be successful in school. Similarly, teachers, due to a lack of knowledge about
their students, can create learning environments that actually hinder the intellectual
growth of the very individuals they are intended to support (Franzak, 2008; Langer, 2004;
Moje, et al., 2004).

The work of others suggests the limited impact of policy on teaching and learning
may be partially a result of the deficit stance typical of policy formulation and
administration. Using the language of crisis, policy entrepreneurs (advocates) propel a
public problem to the forefront of the legislative agenda (Edmondson, 2000; Franzak,
2006; Kingdon, 2003; Stevens, 2008; Peters, 2007). Buoyed perhaps by 3SXQFIXDIHG
equilibrium,” or 3VSDVPV~ RI DFILYUN occurring periodically across longer spans of stasis
and/or gridlock (Kingdon, 2003, p. 226; see also Cohen-Vogel, & McLendon, 2009), the
discourse of crisis spawns a surge of activity throughout government levels. This
symbolic language enables interested parties to generate D 3FULVLY PHQIDIL\ ~ SXVKLQJ the
response into a multi-layer and, for some, a politically expedient effort to eradicate an
invading force (Cohen-Vogel, & McLendon, 2009; Cross, 2004; Schneider & Ingram,
1990). The response is often highly prescriptive (Davis & Sumara, 2006), and often
irrespective of the solutlRQYV IHDVLELO\ 6HRQH appropriateness (Gee, 2004;

Sharkansky, 2002), or negative effects (Schneider & Ingram, 1990).
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For example, the powerful juxtapoVLUILRQ RI $PHULFDTV 1.$(3 VFRUHV DQG WKRVH RI
other, higher-scoring nations paints a compelling image of national slippage in global
economic position (Allington, 2002; Blanton, & Wood, 2009; Moore, 2009). Bolstered in
part by this image of economic failure, as well as due to other, more humanistic concerns
(Schoenfeld, & Pearson, 2009), various policy entrepreneurs have succeeded in bringing
adolescent literacy to the forefront of the education policy agenda (Cohen-Vogel, &
McLendon, 2009; Kingdon, 2003) in order to address the crisis.

Essentially blaming the policy targets (Chapin,1995), in this case what appears to
be students and teachers (Alvermann, 2002; Franzak, 2006; Stevens, 2003), a deficit
stance taken before and during policy design ignores the strengths of the local level, and
frames teachers simply as policy conduits, who are positioned as lacking capacity and/or
will (EImore & McLaughlin, 1988; Franzak, 2006; Smit, 2005), and students who are
seen as struggling or who are disengaged only in terms of the inadequacies they bring to
school-sanctioned literacy practices (Alvernann, 2002; Dennis, 2008; Gee, 2004;
Franzak, 2006, 2008; Mahar, 2001; Moje, 2002). Guided by these assumptions, policy
designs utilize instruments that often result in highly prescriptive, yet ephemeral
solutions, which come and go without making any appreciable impact (Allington, 2002;
Alvermann, 2002; EImore & McLaughlin, 1988; Franzak, 2006).

Equally troublesome is the appearance that deficit-driven policy responses spawn
additional problems (Dorn, 2007; Gerstl-Pepin, & Woodside-Jiron, 2005; McLaughlin,
1987) or encourage perverse incentives; a superficial form of compliance that
simultaneously mitigates the overall effectiveness of policy impact (Dorn, 2007; McGill-

Franzen & Allington, 1993; Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009; Preskill & Catsambas, 2006;
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Stone, 2002). Additionally, policy based on negative sanctions violates core professional
teaching norms (Gerstl-Pepin & Woodside-Jiron, 2005; Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009).
This in turn results in practitioner alienation (Brooks, Hughes, & Brooks, 2008). Finally,
when a policy issue is approached through a deficit rather than an asset-driven stance, the
unique strengths and resources specific to the local level are not officially acknowledged,
included or leveraged as a way to add value to policy (Chapin, 1995; Cooperrider &
Whitney, 2005; Gerstl-Pepin & Woodside-Jiron, 2005).

Adolescent literacy. In this section of the literature review, I turn to the heart of
this study: adolescent literacy. While the meaning of this term is still emerging (Bean &
Readence, 2002; Draper, 2002; Franzak, 2006; Moje, Overby, Tysvaer, & Morris, 2008;
Stevens, 2006), most interested parties would agree that adolescent literacy encompasses
the socio-cultural nature of communication amongst adolescents and reaches more deeply
and stretches more broadly than early literacy and traditional conceptions of secondary

school literacy (Alvermann, 2002; Moje, 2002).
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early adolescent readers generally begin to use their literacy skills to a) attain content
knowledge and b) perform certain tasks related to schooling, such as project work or
laboratory experiments (Moore, Readence, & Rickelman, 1983). This emphasis on

subject-
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Moore, Readence and Rickelman (1983) report renewed attention to content area
reading in the vV ZLK IKH DGYHQI R1 IKH FRJIQUILYH SVNFKRORJI\ UHYROXILRQ DQG IiKH
SXEOLFDILRQ RI +HUEHU{V Teaching Reading in the Content Areas. In their review,
these authors identified five long-VIDQGLQJ 3LWXHV~ FRQFHUQLQJ KH IHDFKLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ
of content-related reading. Most of these concerns centered on instructional matters:
locus of instruction (reading teacher or content teacher), subject-area demands, study-
skills and reading materials. Only one of these issues was related to the students
themselves. However, even this component of content area reading seemed to be a
surface concern, as it focused on defining the ages at which content area reading was of
import. In relation to this issue, the authors cautioned their audience that content area
reading was not just a concern associated with secondary students (see also Draper, 2008;
Jacobs, 2008). In their brief historical account of adolescent literacy, however, Bean and
+DUSHU S NHHS WKH IRFXV R1WKH FRQIHQI DUHD OLIHUDF\ GLVFXVVLRQ RQ 3HHHQDJHWV ~

,Q IKH (DIH v D SRWi-modern, socio-cultural shift in conceptions of both
literacy (Alvermann, 2002; Leu, Kinzer, Coiro, & Cammack, 2006; New London Group,
1996; Street, 2005) and adolescence (Bean & Harper, 2009) prompted a conceptual move
from content area reading to what is currently known as adolescent literacy. According to
Bean and colleagues (Bean & Harper, 2009; Bean & Readence, 2002), Donna Alvermann
and others solidified the shift via two primary events, which propelled adolescent literacy
to the forefront of the literacy research agenda: a) the establishment in 1997 of the
, QIHUQDHLRQDO 5HDGLQJ SWRFLDILRQV &RPPLWILRQ RQ $CRIHVFHQI ZLIHUDF\ DQG E IIKH
publication of Reconceptualizing the Literacies in Adolescents’ Lives (Alvermann,

Hinchman, Moore, Phelps, & Waff, 2006).



Since then, numerous voices have joined the initial call for policy attention to
literacy instruction and literacy learning of adolescents (Bean & Readence, 2002;
Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Franzak, 2006; lvey, 1999; Kamil, 2003; Moje, 1996;
National Council of Teachers of English, 2006). As in earlier conversations related to
content area literacy at the secondary level, a review of the current adolescent literacy

literature reveals various foci. Now, however, there appears to be an additional locus of
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of the interaction of literacy and the content-driven discourse of teacher educators.
Although my concern in this study is with teaching and learning, | wanted to narrow my
focus to research r