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	One reaction that I have about these readings, specifically in the Benchmarks for Science Literacy is that they describe science as a discipline that blends logic and imagination.  They also describe science as not following a specific sequence of steps like, “The Scientific Method.”  I know this is a familiar and comfortable way to think about teaching science, but it also makes sense that this model of science doesn’t portray science or the work of scientists.  
	Your partner will type a reaction here.  

	I wonder what others think about this issue of a rigid definition of science.   I have encountered many prospective teachers who wish to have a clear, practical way to understand inquiry in science.  But I know that breaking out the scientific method as something to be learned will create inauthentic learning and lend itself to teaching a bunch of facts.  
	Ba-blah-ba, bah, bah

	There is a strong connection between this and the National Science Education Standards that suggest that science is something students do. I think this is a tricky point because just doing things doesn’t mean students are learning practices of science.  So I have to think about helping prospective teachers learn to distinguish between activity and making meaning in science.  
	

	My question or thought for discussion is: 

How do prospective teachers think about the nature and practice of science?  How does this effect their assumptions and actions in science teaching?
	I think one way to think about this question is: 


