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TE 846 Online  

Syllabus 

 2011 Summer 

 

Instructor:  Laurel Disney       

E-mail:  disneyla@msu.edu       

Home:  269-629-5984 (9:00 am - 5:00 pm EST) 

Dates:  June 27, 2011 to August 5, 2011 

Location: Online sessions 

Credit:  3 hours 

 

 

Catalog Description:  

 

TE 846 Accommodating Differences in Literacy Learners 

Developmental processes, instructional practices, and assessment principles that 

contribute to effective learning of reading and writing. Teaching methods for 

accommodating the different needs of individual literacy learners. 

 

Requirement: Access to two K-12 level students for course requirement to conduct 

tutoring and two case studies. 

 

This course has been designed to comply with Michigan Public Act (PA) 118 which 

mandates a 3-credit course in literacy covering principles and practices related to 

“interest inventories; English language learning screening; visual and auditory 

discrimination tools; language expression and processing screening; phonemics; 

phonics; vocabulary; fluency; comprehension; spelling and writing assessment tools 

and instructional strategies” (Michigan PA 118). Participation in this course will 

satisfy the requirements of PA 118 for applying for Professional Certification in the 

state of Michigan.   

 

At Michigan State University, we have interpreted this mandate to mean 

understanding and practicing reading and writing assessment and instruction that is 

responsive to the varied needs of individual learners. 

 
Course Overview 

  

Topics: Literacy instruction and assessment practices include, but are not limited to, 

the following: 

a) Cultural and linguistic differences: second language acquisition and characteristics of 

English Language Learners (ELLs), education programs for ELLs, English language 
proficiency screening, and reading and writing instruction for second language learners; 

(b) Individual motivation differences: ways in which motivation affects student literacy 

learning, tactics for increasing motivation (e.g., goal setting, choice, learner-centered 
materials), tools for assessing motivational attributes (e.g., interest inventories); 

(c) Neuropsychological differences: characteristics of students with language and learning 

problems, literacy instruction for students with language and learning problems; tools for 
screening language and learning limitations; 
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(d) Instructional arrangements to accommodate learning differences: adaptations to the 

environment, materials, teaching strategies, task requirement, and learning tasks, 

including cooperative learning arrangements, peer-mediated instruction, strategy 

instruction, and responsiveness to intervention; and 

(e) Core components of effective literacy instruction: phonological awareness for 

decoding and spelling, phonics and structural analysis for decoding and spelling, 

vocabulary knowledge, reading and writing fluency, reading comprehension and written 

expression, reading and writing connections, literacy across the disciplines. 

Course Objectives 

                 
The student will demonstrate knowledge of: 

 the principles of instruction and remediation in reading and writing 

 classroom assessment techniques for reading and writing 

 materials and adaptations (accommodations/modifications) for reading and 

writing instruction 

 

The student will demonstrate the ability to: 

 critically evaluate materials, curricula, programs, and practices used in 

literacy instruction 

 select, modify, and design literacy materials, task, and teaching techniques to 

meet the specific needs of learners from diverse cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds 

 identify and discuss (online) advanced literacy instruction practices 

 

Course Format 

 

Since this is an online course you will be using ANGEL to communicate and submit 

assignments. Course related information (readings, assignments, drop boxes) can be 

found under the Course Topics tab, and the syllabus is linked under the Resources 

tab.   

 

There are no scheduled class meeting times or scheduled online chats. Due dates are 

based on the time at MSU’s main campus in East Lansing, MI which is on Eastern 

Standard Time (EST): 

 

7/3  Post Get-Acquainted Assignment (ungraded) 

7/3  Identify 2 Case Study Students and Obtain Parental Consent 

7/10  Discussion Forum Postings for Units 1-3  

7/24  Discussion Forum Postings for Units 4-6 

7/31  Project Analysis Paper  

8/5  Case Study   

 

Except for the above deadlines you may self-pace your course work but I 

recommend that you complete the unit readings and discussion forum postings in 

order. You may submit your case study and project early, if you wish. 

 

 

 



 3 

Electronic Mail   

 

I will be using email to correspond with you. If you use an email account other than 

your MSU account, please have your MSU account forward your messages to your 

alternate account, since I will use your MSU address for all class 

correspondence. Please read your course email frequently, at least three times per 

week. Also, check our ANGEL site frequently for announcements that appear on the 

opening Course page. I will respond to your email within 48 hours of receipt, 

Monday-Friday, 6:30 p.m. – 10:30 p.m. EST, barring any unforeseen emergencies.  

 

Readings 

 

Readings, listed by author(s) and other bibliographic information, are posted on 

ANGEL within the folder for each unit. For each of the broad course topics and 

subtopics, I have identified core and extended learning materials (web-based 

resources, books, articles, etc.), and recommended/optional reading. I will add 

extended materials as the course unfolds and I get to know your needs and learning 

goals. All students are expected to read the introduction for each unit and core 

materials then select extended learning materials for in-depth study on selected 

topics based on needs (i.e., crafting the case study). Recommended reading lists 

include books or other references that may be checked out of the library or 

purchased as valuable resources related to course topics. A course bibliography is 

listed at the end of the syllabus. 

 

Course Requirements 

 

Opportunities to learn in this course will come from a variety of sources including 

your readings, your work with students, videos, a project, case studies, course 

participation, and written discussions with each other as a community of learners.  

Please contact me if you do not have access to students with whom you can work.  

 

Here’s a brief explanation: 

 

Case Studies of Diverse Learners  

 

You should identify two students with whom to work. Please contact me immediately 

if you do not have access to students with whom you can work. It is strongly 

recommended that they not be your own children unless you homeschool them. To 

maximize your experience your students should have different needs reflecting 

variability in culture, language, motivation, and/or literacy abilities. They must need 

instruction on the K-12 level but can be of any age, including adults with low literacy, 

and require either intervention or enrichment to maximize their literacy potential.  

 

As a culminating project, you will write a case study on one of your students (your 

choice of student) that will include assessment data, behavioral observations, 

instructional lessons, conclusions, and recommendations. A template and sample 

reports will be available on our ANGEL site.  

 

Please refer to the Case Study information sheet under the Lessons tab in the Case 

Study folder for more detailed guidelines. Your case study is 35% of your grade. 

 

Project 
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You will be conducting, analyzing and reporting on a teaching project with one of 

your students (more details on our ANGEL site). Your project report is 35% of your 

grade. 

 

Course Participation 

 

Your course participation is worth 30% of your grade and includes reading the course 

material and contributing to the discussion forum on ANGEL. You will be prompted 

for a response for each unit. You should post your responses on ANGEL under the 

Communicate tab, Discussion Forums heading.  You can also access this by clicking 

on the Lessons tab, a certain unit folder, and then the unit discussion forum folder 

(at the bottom of the list of folders). You may type your responses on the Discussion 

Forum page or you may cut and paste your responses from Word (or other word 

processing) documents.  However, please do not submit your responses as 

attachments, since it interrupts the flow of our virtual conversations and may be 

annoying to some of your colleagues.  

 

Read the postings of your classmates and respond to two classmates.  

Again, the rule of thumb is to post once, respond twice. I will follow your 

discussions and will add comments periodically as well as post additional optional 

resources you may find helpful.  

 

The quality of your postings and responses is very important to the level of 

conversation we achieve. Graduate level analysis and writing are expected. Each 

unit’s postings will be graded on a 5-point scale: 

 5 = Thorough and thoughtful responses evidencing (include citations) 

integration and synthesis of course readings with teaching experience. 

 3 = Answers questions satisfactorily and demonstrates that material has 

been read; references teaching experiences  

 1 = Shallow responses which focus mostly on opinion and teaching 

experiences; no evidence of course readings  

 

You should post and respond to Units 1-3 by July XX. Post and respond to Units 4-6 

by July XX. 

 

We are a community of adult learners co-constructing knowledge. We will learn a 

great deal from each other as well as from our readings. I encourage you to ask 

questions, present alternative perspectives, share ideas, question assumptions, and 

encourage one another. Your posts do not have to be long but should reflect a level 

of reflection and analysis consistent with graduate level study. Before you get started 

with responding in the discussion forum, carefully read Conversational Elaboration 

Strategies in the Lessons tab.  

 

Late Work 

Unless arrangements are made in advance of the due date, I reserve the right to 

reduce the grade on late work, depending on the circumstances. 

 

Course Grading 

Case Study        35% 

Project        35% 

Course Participation      30% 

 

General grading expectations for the quality of your work are as follows: 
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Course 

Grade 

GPA 

Scale 

General Description of Quality 

95-100 pts. 4.0 Outstanding, exemplary work.  Uses and integrates readings and 

teaching experiences (where appropriate) to inform the 

writing/activity.  Meets all the requirements of the assignment, is 

deeply thoughtful, and provides many details and examples to 

support the assignment.  No errors in grammar, punctuation, 

spelling. 

90-94 pts. 3.5 High quality work.  Uses many readings and teaching experiences 

(where appropriate) to inform the writing/activity.  Meets all the 

requirements of the assignment, is thoughtful, and provides some 

details and examples to support ideas. Very few errors in grammar, 

punctuation, spelling. 

85-89 pts. 3.0 Good quality work performing at expected level for this course. 

Uses some readings and teaching experiences (where appropriate) to 

inform the writing/activity.  Meets all the requirements of the 

assignment, shows attempt to engage with purposes of assignment, 

provides some details and examples to support ideas. Few errors in 

grammar, punctuation, spelling. 

80-84 pts. 2.5  Work below expected level of quality.  Makes vague references 

or inappropriate references to relevant readings and teaching 

experiences (where appropriate) to inform writing/assignment.  Does 

not meet all requirements of assignment.  Limited attempt to engage 

with purposes of assignment, few details and examples to support 

ideas. Many errors in grammar, punctuation, spelling. 

75-79 pts. 2.0 Significantly below expected level of quality.  Shows little 

evidence of having read course readings and using teaching 

experiences (where appropriate). Meets few of the requirements of 

the assignment.  Shallow attempt to engage with purposes of 

assignment, no details or examples to support ideas.  Many errors in 

grammar, punctuation, spelling. 

 

The instructor reserves the right to adjust the grading scale, course requirements, 

due dates, or readings as necessary. 

 

Please Note: Required core readings and assignments will remain the same 

throughout the course but the instructor may add additional optional readings, 

resources, or videos as student needs and requests arise.  

 
Accessibility  

 

If you are a student with a disability in need of special assistance or an 

accommodation in order to meet any of the course requirements, as outlined in the 

syllabus, please notify me immediately. Confidentiality will be maintained regarding 

your special needs. The Office of Programs for Handicapped Students can be reached 

at 517-353-9642.  

 

MSU policy information:  

http://www.rcpd.msu.edu/forms/Reasonable%20Accommodations%20Policy%20for

%20University%20Applicants%20and%20Employees.pdf  
 

http://www.rcpd.msu.edu/forms/Reasonable%20Accommodations%20Policy%20for%20University%20Applicants%20and%20Employees.pdf
http://www.rcpd.msu.edu/forms/Reasonable%20Accommodations%20Policy%20for%20University%20Applicants%20and%20Employees.pdf
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Academic Honesty and Integrity 

 

The MSU faculty consider academic integrity a serious matter. All work you submit 

must be prepared exclusively by you for this course this semester. For further 

information please see http://www.msu.edu/unit/ombud/plagiarism.html and 

Spartan Life (the MSU student handbook). 

 

 

Technology Support 

 

ANGEL Help Desk: If you have problems with ANGEL, support is available 24 hours 

per day, 7 days per week. Contact the ANGEL Help Desk, http://help.angel.msu.edu   

The local help line is 517-355-2345 or you may call toll free, 1-800-500-1554 (North 

America and Hawaii). You may email the help desk at 

https://contact.cl.msu.edu/contact.php?service=angel 

 
The MSU Library can help you with the procedure for accessing resources online. 

 
Writing Center 

 

Writing assistance is available at the Writing Center at 300 Bessey Hall, 517-432-3610.  

Grammar Hotline: 517-432-1370. 
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