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I. INTRODUCTION

In June of 1977, Research for Better Schools published A Survey of

Classroom Practices in Mathematics: Reports of First, Third, Fifth, and

.

Seventh .Grade Teachers in Delaware, New Jersgy; and Pennsylvania. Funded

by the National -Institute of Education (NIE), the Survey reportéd on

practices used in teaching mathematics, in order

to help\those attempting to assess the impact o% the forces -

and issues shaping elementary mathematics education as well

as those who are planning programs to impact mathematics

education {Graeber, Rim, & Unks, 1977, p. 1).

The Survey was greeted with a great deal of interest at that time, and a
‘number of individuals within the three states expressed-the conviction
that a similar survey ¢f classroom practices in the teaching of reading
should be conducted. -

Siﬁce then, national and local concern for the improvement of ach:Le‘.re-;‘1
ment in basic skills like'mathematics and reading haé risen to a-%ew level,
with étatea like New Jersey, Delayare, and Florida mandating minimum
standards for the ;warding of the. high school diplomaland many ather states
making plans to do the same (Pipho, 1978, p. 585). Important educational

_and fiscal directions are being legislated, Sut it 1s not always clear
that hard research dats are available to Back them up. There are manyi

a

questions: What do teachers do when they teach reading? What materials do
they use? Who makes decisions about instructional processes? On yhat

bases? To find answers to these and other QUéstlons, Research for Better -

Schools (RBS), -funded by NIE, conducted the survey reported here.



Development of the Sutvey Instrument

The questionnaire used for this sSurvey was organized to reflect two
different asﬁects of process-product research: {1) the body of research
étudies; and (2) a research model. The first pertinent aspect of process-
product research was the current body of teacher-effectivenéss studies.
Accumuié;iﬁg research {(Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979; Brady, Clintonm,

zeney, Peterson, & Poynor, 1977; Brophy & Evertson, 1974; Harris,
Morrison, Serwer, & Gold, 1968; McDonald & Elias, 1976; Rosenahine, 1971;
Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974) indicafes éhat certain teacher bebaviors
("proces;“) are more likaly to accompany high gain scores on a standardized
reading achievement test (''product") than are other teacher behaviors.
The Questionnaire was designed with these findinga in mind, so that practices
as recorded on the questionnaires could be eom%afed with resesrch findings
on successful techniques. These successful techniques are defined and
discussed within the context of those gomqarisoné.

The second éspect of process=product research integrated into this
study was the classroom research modci of Cooley and Leinhardt (1975) and
Cooley and Lohmes (1976), used here to organize the questions and
facilitate comparisons among the responses. The model contains four clasg'

" room process constructs (with Felated variables): (1) Opportunity;
QZ)-Mbtivators;_(B) Structure and Placement; and (4) Instructional Events.
Tﬁ;se four comstructs Erovide titles for the chaptars that make up the
bulk-of thié report. They will be dafined unde:r "Organization of the
Report"” on page 1ll.

The original questionnaire for this survey was developed at RBS -

gby John Dawkins, from draffs by Dr. Helen Felsenthal and with a

)
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-considerable dependence upon the RBS mathematica Survey instrument

(Graeber, et al., 1977). It was reviewed within RBS and modified many
times. Experts in the fields of testing and reading and in the State
Departments of Education of Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania were
consulted. 1In particular, Dr. Carolyn Massad of Educational Testing
'Serviﬁe and Dr. Mary Seifeft of the International Reading Association

made helpful criticisms and comments on an early version. Wheg relaying
the quegtionnaire to the three state departments of Education, . RBS sought
not only review and comment but ﬁiso information about the readipg assess- -
ments needs of ‘the individual states, for the purpose of including items
relating to those needs in the questionnaire. {Only Pennsylvania requested
extra items and they are .2ported in the State Reading Survey Report for
?eﬁnsylvania.) These suggestions, requests, and comments were incorporated
into the'questionnaire, and the resulting form was tried out in the field
with some twenty-five téachers. Another review within RBS and an examiéétion
by the. Internal Review Board for the Protectibn of Human Subjects of RBS

o

completed the development of this survey instrument.

Procedure of the Study

The survey was limited to first, third, four;h, and sixth grade teachers
within the tri-state area of Delaware; New Jersey, and Penns&lvania. .Tﬁese
grade levels were selected to represent the beginﬁing and end of reading
instructional phases in the primary (1-3) and elementary (4~6) grades. The
original target sample size of 3,239 teachers was selected 36 that even

if the return rate wds as low as one-third, one thousand returas could be

. -, 6
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expected, as is desirable in 2 large-scale survey. The total number of
questlonnaires was flrst apportioned over the three States according to
the 1970 census figures for the total population of each state.” However,
since Dglaware‘s population is only abous one-forclech tﬁe population of
Ehe three states combined, extra questionna}rgs were allotted to Delaware
to try to ensure a reasonable number of returns from that state.

Each State sample was then stratified in five types of community
cééegofies, adapted from those used byﬂthe Natlonal Assessment of Educa-
tlonal Proéress: ﬁetropoiitah, city, suburb of metropolitan area, Suburb
of a eity, and rural. A community of 200,000 or more Inhabltants wa;
classified as metropolitan. . Communities with a population between 25,000

-

and 199,999 were classified as cities. Suburbs of both metropolitan areas

and citles were obtained by studying a map to select communities that were

. "

adjacent to the metropolitan areas oOr cities: Communities with less than
25,000 inhabife&ts that were not adjacent to a city or metrop?;itan afea_'
were classified as rural. Rural communities Qere 521éCted from counties
that .had low populations relative to the given state. The numger of
queétionnaifes allotted to each type of Eommuqity wag also based on census
data indicating the percent-bf‘the state's inhabitants living in communities
of each type. (See Appendix-B for &emographic data.) The questionnaires
"sent :6 a particular ﬁype of community within a,state were then equally
distributed Qmong the four grade levels beilng sampled. | ‘

In Peansylvania, the two.&etropolitan communities, Philadelphia and

Pittsbufbh, as well as thirty-eight of their Suburbs, were sampled.

il

-



Thizty-two cities and approximafely one suburb of each of the cities werg
included, Rural comqunities were selected from the twen:y-six.counties
listed in Appendix ﬁi |

Twe metropolitan communities, Jersey City and Newark, and fifty
elitles were identified in Néw Jersey. Each of the forty-four suburps of
a metropoiitan area was located in one of' the following copnties--Bergen,
Essex, Hudson, ur Union. Fiftyweight‘distinct communities were‘identifiéd
as subﬁ;ﬁg of cities and were sampled. Schools from rural areazs were
selected from Cape May, Hunterdon, Salem, Sussex, and Warren Counties;

Since Delaware's largest city, Wilmington, has a population of less
than 200,000, ©o community in Delaware qualified as éetrapolitan or as
Ithé guburb of a metropolitan ared, Wilmington was tﬁe only community
classifieq as a city. Nine Ccommunities surrounding Wilmington were
chosen to represent city suburbs. Rural éommuniti;s were selected from
Kent and Sussex Counties as well as from communities, not adjacent to
Wilmington, in Rew Castle Couynty.

Individugl schools within the designated communities were designated

by a systematic random sampling method from the Pirectory of Delaware

Schools, the New Jersey Education Directory, and -he Pennsylvania

Education Directory. These sources, as well as the Sch&ol Universe Pata

Book: ' School Year 1977-78, were used to obtain school names and addresses,
names of principals,_and'grades within a given school bullding. At the
beginning of the 1978-79 school year, the area around Wilmington commenced

the bussing of pupils and the reassignment of teachers for the purpose of



desegregation. Because the efiects of this effort are not yet measurable,

. demographic definitioné operating previous Lo the deségregétion effort

. ) )
were used. s . ) .

The decision was made to reach teachers through building principals.

Each school's packet of materials was addressed to the school principal.
A letter to the principal provided background information about the
study, requested the school's cooperation, and specified the number and

grade level of teachers to whom the questionnaires should be distribnted.

.

- Attached to each individual questionnaire was a letter to the

individual teacher explaining the purpose of the survey, requesting

cooperation, and explaining the procedures for the return of the question~

naire. (& <opy of the principal and the teacher letters may be found in
. Appendix C.) Each teacher received an addressed, postage-guaranteed
envelope and ﬁas:asked Eé return the gquestionnaire by the end of February

1979. Fach questionnaire was coded with a three digit number assigned to

the school. In this way, individual teachers remained anonymous, but each

"

questionnaire could be traced to a school.
In all, %,239 guestionnaires were mailed to 804 different schoolé
between January 2 and the middle of February 1979. One-thousand-two
; hundred—twenty teachers, representing 26,035 individual students, completed
-guestionnaires adequately and sent them by the deadline for this study.
tQuestionnaires-judged to have excessive amounts of missing data were
diqcarded.) Requnses were surprisingly eyenly distriﬁuted across grade

level. Of the total number of responses, 27% were returned from first

-




grade teachers, 26% by third, 24% by fourth, and 23% by sixth grade

- T

teachers. Responses distributed across community types favored rural
. !

‘areas., Of the 1,220 questionnaires returned, 14% were from metropolitan

areas, 21% from city areas, 2?2 from suburbs of retropolitan areas, ;?z

from city suburbs, and 27% from rurai areas. (Refer to Appendix B for

. more complete.information.) - Community respoﬂses_did'nét vary significantly

by grade level.

Gharacteristiecs of the-studentshlearned from-thesértri-state teachers
were (estimated) socioeconomic status (SES) and reading achievement levels.
An analysis of the SES o} the students“(T;ble I-1) shows that the teachers
reported a preponderance of middle SES pupi;é. The medians of the different
states were 53.2 for Delaware, 52.8 for New Jersey, and 53.9 for Pennsyi;énia,
on a scale of 1 ("lower") to 100 ("high"). About half of the students in
each stfte'réad on grade level (Table I-2), with the median for eéﬁh state
almost exacgiy on 50, again on a scale of 1 (low) to 100 (high). Very few
of the teachers report having studeqts who are very high on either the

SES or the reading achievement-scgﬂé, More detailed treatment of SES and

reading achievement levels may be found in Chapter iV, tables IV-13 and IV-21.

Table I~1

. . )

Sociceconomic Status - Distribution of Students By State a

.é&;: ‘Percent of Teachers Fespondigg' Percent I
" State | . Lower Upper Not N [
Lower | yoi41e Middle Middle High Responding:
Delaware 0.8 9.2 | 64.7 | 12.6 | 0.0 12.6 119
New Jersey 9.9 2°.1 40.0 16.9 2.7 Q.4 413 |
_Perusylvania | 4.2 22.8 47.8 19.3 | 0.9 4.9 688 -
7 co
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Table I~2

Reading Achievement Level - Distribution of Studants by state

Parcent of Teach9;| Responding

Reading Achievement Levels' Percant of
séace - Taachars N
.Mora Than One Yaar . One Year More Than Not .

One Year Below On Grade Above One Ysar Responding

Balow Grads Leval Grade Above
Grade Level Laval Level Grade Level

Dalavare 34 16.8 . | s2.9° 6.7 1.7 18.5 119
New Jersey 5.1 23,5 47.5 10.2 1.0 " 12.8 413
Pennyylvania 6.3 15.3 48,1 11.9 1.7 L 18,7 688

Approximately two hundred of the quésti;nnaires tgat were returned
in January were*reviewed $o that the responses to queﬁtions giving ”
directions of "Other -~ please specify" could be tabulated, classified,
and coded. In addition, partial lists of textbooks (Appendix D).and |
standardized tests (Appendix E) were developed. Once these categories

and lists were prepared, all iacoming questionnairas were reviewed. Eacﬁ

L]
! -

questionnaire ﬁas aégigned an identification numBgr indicatiqg'tﬁe state,

type of community, school:fgrade, and;.wheré ﬁeceqsary, whether thils was

oo the first or second questionnaire recelved from that aechool for the

particular grade level, Most schools receXved only'one questionnalre per '.°,

grade fevel, waevér, in some districts, where one building had all the . ;

classes at a given grade level, schoola may have receivad téo‘quastiOnnaires:. P

for a gradeg

¥ s . . ' . - Il

i .
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In w£i;ing this report, it was necessary to make some arbitrary
deqi;iohs which' affect the way one interprets the data. From time to
time, the statistical tables reflect rounding errors; these should be
kept in mind when viewing theltsbles. Th+ dezfgnation of "significant
grada level difference” meant that the diffuerence between data for the
lowest grade and}go; the highest grade reaches statistical Bignific;nce

(e.g;, p <0.05 or p <0.0l1); there may or may not also be significant

a

differences between other grade levels. Another, more difficult problem

atose where & significant number of teachers chose to not respond to a
. quegtion;lone example 1s the question of how many minutes per week the‘
students spend on inferential comprehension. Iy this case, there is a
large difference between the number of first and the number of sixth
grade teachers who responded; consequently, the grade level difference
for that question reached statistical sigr;ificanceu The dilemma to be
resolved by the authors of this report, then, became that of deciding
'_'whether teachers who did not respond, for whatever reason, shou{d affect
the level of significance reported in the tables. The resolﬁtion was
thaet the level of signfficance reported would reflect differances among

' reporting teachers only, ignoring, for the purpose of significance leavel,

the missing data. uIn most cases there was.no conflict between éﬂe two
L N LA ~ ' " '

analyses, but where a difference-did exist,,thé missing data were excluded

-‘from the.computation of the level of significance reported. However; the
.+" * tables themselves frequently show the rate of teachers "not responding,”
. because that rate often suggests to the reader what is of interest to '

teachers at different grade levels.

"
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Limitations of the Studz

Because the teachers who participatedlin thi; survey were, to goﬁe { -
degree, aalaorao'by building'principala, one might assume that the
~ respondents represent teachers who were viewed by their principals as
being exceptional in both intaraat and talent as raading teachars, This
blas would not have oparatedtin.a hools where thera was only ona cligss
per grada laval, but in othar aéhiols selaction by principal and by teacher-
willingness to answer the Quaationnaira may hava rasulted in an optimistic .
' ' view of common reading instruction practices.
In addition, this was a salf-report aurvay. .Tha rsader will remamber
that these dats are about what teachers say they do; The data're;lecr
what they actually do, vhat they th;“K thay should do, or what Ehey think
the'anrvayara'wantad to haar. ‘The argument is mada,,howgver, rhat auch
aalf-raport nathods are increasingly being founq-ro‘be usaful and ara'an“ :
important source of information about what.happana in:the classroom (Klein,
. Tye; & Wright, 1979; McDonald & Elias, 1976). i
| AR hnalyaia of curriculum overlap as dafinad by this model (described
balow undar Organization of tha Report) requiraa a matching of curriculum=-

aa-taught with curriculum-aa-taatad,,to determine the congruancaaoflinput
with desired output. Although teaching objectives and testing practices
“« oo ware both examined in tha Questionnaire, the taachara were not aaked to -; .

relate the two except in a rather genaral way, which asked them to giva

their opinion "about tha adequacy of covarage of teaching materials (Queation-"

. naire, Appendix 4, paga 8),
Answers to tha queaéiona:on the raaqing achiavement lavqla'and the
aocioaconomio status of the students wera estimated by tha teachers

. Erom their own“parcaptiona of ‘the meanings of those tarms.

“
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There were two other-limitationa of this report. One was the fact
that pre- and posttest data were not collected, as 1is done iﬁ most procesg-
"product research. The comparisons that were wade in-thia survey, between
the teaching processes reported by these teachers and schievement teat
I reaults, utilized data gathered ‘From . other research projecta (and identified
e whereruaed). The next limitation was that teachers either miaunderstood
one queatiou (Questionnaire, #13) or were unable to go inte as much detail
v on timedallocation as the questioh requestad, Some’teachera who did
reSpoud urote in answers that were clearly impossitley and others (76%X)

U did not réapond at all. The difficulty of recording time allocated to

details of teaching was recognized; that cueatiou wag dropped from the

Survey report.

= -~ Qrganization of the Report

"

There'are many orgénizational formats in which the results of the

- N study might héve been reported. Since the majority of the questionuaire

L * * . ' '’ K

items deal with claaaroom procesaea; the raaponaea are'reported here, as
much as poatible,‘in terms of the four classroom process .conatructs

- described in the Cooley-Leinhardthooley-Lohnea model: Opportunity,

. Motivators, Structure and Placement, :and Instructional Events,

The Opportuuitylconatruct encompasses variables ralated to the time

Ld

available for students to learn curriculum content aud also. tp the over-

lap of the content that is taught and the content of the tests used.
© Inadequate amounts of Iearniqgétima and tests yhich examine content other

b than what i% taught will produge less test score gain, i' T

. .
md ' B . K .

la




The Motivators comstruct covers variables that support and enhance

r
N h]

student learning, both curriculum variaples and nonacademic interaction
among people in the classroom. The appeal and variety of curricular
"materisls,,vsriation in methods of presenting academid work, and immediacy E
of feadback -onistudent work are all parts of curriculum motivation. .
Intsrpersonsl.motiustora are defined as'studentvself-manaéement and self-'
evaluation, remediasl tutoring bp peers, use of‘games, puzzles and

II contests, and teacher-applied praise,‘disapproval or'lack of response.

The Structure and Placement cOnstruct includes four variables. The
first concarns the clarity and Specificity of curriculum objectives, the.
frequency with which new. objectives are presented, snd the relationships'-
' between the curriculun materials and the stated curriculum objectives._-

; The second'variabls deals with mechanisms for. initial placement of the .

, atudents into appropriete levels of the r‘urriculnm, monitoring progress,
and asaessment of mastery; in addition, the frequency of the monitoring
 of student progreas is examined.j The third'concern is with sequencing,

" and pacing, including clarity of sequence, the question of who makesr

[

- decisions on aequencing and pacing, the presence of ‘student self—pacing,_-

'!.

and the range of laarning rates that must be taken into account. The
f0urth'variabls under-Structure‘and_Placement examines grouping patterns
for in;truction,utheir size, their basis,‘and-the frequency.of their
;chaa;e. Eerh of the above four variables relates to the degree of

:

. individuslization of ina_tructiOn in the. belief I:hat learning galns relate

to the dsgree that individual student needs are met (Cooley & Leinhardt,

1975),



-«5“

The Instructional Events construct subsumes mecnanisms-and methods
for connecting-theﬂlee:ners with the feedback that is needed to implement
s their ptogreealtowasd the desired compatency. They can be thought of as
'intetpersonal or curricular varisbles. Tha interpersonal include ﬁanage-

ment statements or cognitive atatements to the whole claaa or to';artalof
the class, the-iess—direct teacher behaviors (than that in Motivatora),
and the guality o?lecademio interactions. The curricular variable-refeta
to the afficiency and accuracy of the aseessment procedures and the
~mﬁ?‘x‘i&l‘:tivencsa of the instructional materisls in cauaing student responaea
thet relate to the’ instructional objectives. |
i=Tnere 1 one last section in thia report, on Additionai Factote, in
~ which data on variodua teacher characteriatice and on assistance from |
reeding apecialiats and other edulte are discussed. It is followad by
the Summary and Recommendations chapter end various appendices, aa listed

in the Table of Contents., For each of the three separate states, an analy-

" pis of'data pectliar to,that state has been completed: and ofoduced under

’,

- . . .
. . ) s B

separate cover,

' . . , .

b
m_—.
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N 11, Opportunity .

Thia'chabter of .the survey examinés tri-state teacher responases to
the(queeg e under the Opportuni;y construct. ;fhe bpportunituzto Learn
"expected‘academic material is deiined aa'including both the time needed
- to learn curriculum content and the congruence of material taught and
:naterial tested (curriculum overlap). That ia; the students need adequate -
' time to study the content considered to ba important material, time in -
accordancelwith their own learning rates, in addition,-atudenta need to '

. cover‘the materialﬂthat-ia to appear on. the teate wnich evaluate their’
nrogrees. These concepte may appear to be common sensey but a vieit to-:

an operating claaaroom will show that (1) there are great difficultiea

-in arranging the teeching day to.provide for all individual differencea ‘;"-
in time needed to learn important material, and (2) some of the tests -

‘that are frequently used to evaluate student progreaa. i.e.,,atandardized'l

. tegts,-have a curriculum bias or are deliberately designed to test aome )

"meteriala that some studénts uill-no; have covered. Theae concepts underl-
| Opportunity,.tHen, are not at all as obvious ae'they eeem‘at firat. In the
fcllowingldiscuaeion; various aspects of time to learn ﬁill'be addressed.

:firat,.follbwed by,aapects of curriculum overlap, . : .

Time

Claaa size and attendance are two variables of time-to-learn. The
'number of children in a- reading clsss 1s invereely related to reading
' achievemenc gain (Smitn &quaaa, 1979); and research shows that s good
. P ﬁ.l -
> . o . S
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’ attend;ncé ra;e cofrela:es with achiavement test scoré gsiné (Keaﬁ. Sqmmers,
; Rgiygcz; &'Earber.,;g?g)& ‘Naciona;ly, ave;;ge reading class size has

been dropping from 30 1n=1965 (Austin_& Mofriéong 1963) to 22 in 1978
(Durkin, 1979),” 1In the tri~state area, the median clas; gize'is also 22,:-

" with variations by state and significant differences by grade (Table 1I-1).

"

Table 11-1

Reading Clas; Size - Median and Range, ,
By State and By Grade -

Grade Level Medians**

State . [ T Range
- 1 i 6. ,
Delaware 218 | 23,5 24.6 | 26.4 | 6-36
New, Jersay- 20,5 | 19.3| 21.3 | 21.0 2-36
SURIRNIIPRE SO TR SR 3-38
Pennaylvania ] 21.0 | 21.3 § 22.5 | -25.0 99)1
Total | 210 { 212§ 22.6 | 23.7| 738
o **p <O;01, hradé level difference'

1In one’ :eam arrangemenc, the enCire grade lev;1—=
“is caugh: es "a reading-class,”
fhé smallér-?iasses are in;:he;lowér gradES whete the. s:udeﬁ:s-haVE'less -
: capaci:y ta regula:e thair own learning behavior, and the larger claBs&s .
 are in ‘sixth 3rade, whgre che ability to operate in group sicua:ions ia
-_Icus:omarily more highly developed. "’ I

Attendance rates vary somewhat by state and by grade, alchough not.

néceasgrily as they might’ ba-expecced_to_considering chg amounc of "illness-



" into account, the next varieble to consider is the time. alloceted to )

e ]

that the average young child meeté in early school years. The percent of

first and of sixth grade teachers reporting an average dally attendance

of 91z¢1bdz is ebout.the same and is gomewhat lower than the third and

fourth grades (Table 1I1-2),

Table II-2-

Percent of Reading Clesses - .
With 91-100% Daily Attendance ' :

Grade | Tri-State Area | Delaware ﬁew Jersey,| Penngylvania
1. S19.3 | e - 82,0 7644
3 83 89.7 82.6 83.3 "
4 3.9 833 [ 7903 | 86,5 ]
6 80.3 62.4 73.3 85.5

- . N e

After the factors of class size and attendance réte have been taken .

teaching reading: Stallings and Kaskowitz (19?4) feport that time spent

o

'1n reading inetruction has a high correlation with reading achievement,

3

Again, this may seem 1ike an obvious statement; but .the demands.made upon..

2

]

teaching time by other socletelly 1nduced priorities (e,z., opening

&

‘exerciees,,sex education, fire prevention week) place ¥ severe 11m1tetion

upon the' teacher 8 freedom to decide time allccatione. In the triastete

area, the average first. third and fourth grade teachers spend about

+ ., v

one hour each dey on reeding 1netruction, and sixth grade teachers apend

" about 4B-minutes,- '\' _ LT



Table II-3

Tite Spent ori Regding Instruction

cradews | Hedian Time in _ Number of
o Minutes -Per wegk Teachers Resp?nding

1 1 1300,0 38
;3 297.4 309
4 292.7 - 291
- 6 241.9 278
Total . 297.3 1,196
*xp <0,01 ;

- The range in quartile rankings, for all teachers, is from 40 ﬁinutes par
day for the first quartile to 80 minutes for the third quartile, It is
o unfortunate that specific redommeﬁdetions cannot be made for the mpé:,

efficient éllqcation of iﬁstructfonql time. Kilesling (1978) writes:’

. 0 . ‘ ) ' : - I II‘ ;..
. .1t seems. safest to conclude that the effect of additional . -
,large group Iinstruction is approximately constant (certainly \

i ' ot decreasing) while small group instruction shows definite .
gigns of having increasing affectiveness as more ingtruction-
is- added (p. 577). ) e . N

) On’the Jother hand =Brophy ahd Evértson (1974) ﬁrite of'the loss of ]
b :
S ‘test acore gain acc5533“5**t§acharsﬁwheneontingg_ggg_gggsping activitv

. —_—_ b

too long. There is nb simple formula that w111 dictacg the appropriate \

\
| il

length of a lesaon or ins;ructlonal unit. However, for Fhe purposes of.

[ . . - . -
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: _comparisonp Bome research reports on time allocations for both reading

and language arts fustruction are presented in Table T1-4,
: o Table LI-4

‘Research Findiﬁgs: Mean Time Allocations
in Minutes per Week for Reading and Language Arts

N o |, 4 & Eltan ¢ wgyﬂﬂ el 1977
’ '} MeDonal, Eliaw (1 | Sveendy, Petarson Dishaw :
Subject Area (1928) . K b ' & POYII;I.' (19??"' . ] .
“| v - _Veride 3/ crate 2| Grade 5 | Graded | Crade 3 | Grade 2 | Grade 5
i Reading - | 352 218 2765 4. 529 ' 422.5° B .
il S , s 430 560
Languags ﬁits . J14 : : ’ .

: | | . _ -
..One of the difficulties in answering questions about how much time

L .'l . _.I ‘
1s.dev6ted to-feading during-the school day 1ie that certain-reading skilla

are taught at times other than during raading class' for 1nstance, during

'

spience, math,-or sac;al studies. These skills are generally labeled _

content reading skills, One question of the survey fnstrument (Question-

naire, #13) inquired into time spent on teaching-content reading during

réading’¢;ass.timq'and‘alao during qontent‘cléss_time, The no-response
rate was err 75% for these 1téms;.;nd gome of the answers that were

'_offered seeﬁed to 1ﬁd1ﬁate misunderstandings of che‘qnéséio;*‘so nd attémpt
wis made to- inte%pret the daca. Another question (#11) asked about time °
- devoted to othef’language arts, in the belief that the language qrts are
ooy .mu:ually_supportive; €484y .an excellent program in writiqg enhances the
freédiﬁg ﬁrogrém, to éhe ﬁenefig of bﬁth. T;ble 1i-5 shows Eﬂat-the*
" “median amount of :1me apant on handwriting, apelling, or Engllsh was

N

consiﬁerably less than that spent on reading (Table 11-3), ’




Table II=5

Time Spent on Languége Arts Activities

o

Yow

¥
ek

p—

. | R Minutes Per Week - :
- Activicy ' -
B Quartile 1 | Median | Quartile 3
Handwr{ting 43,0 74.7 97,5
- ‘Spelling . | 73.0° | 100.0 131.0
« ~ lenglgsw - | 120.0 150, 3 198,0 -
. N=1220 .- . - L e .

The quartile rankings show that some students spend about twice as much
‘time on language arts. instruction as others. This indicates that they

) havechnsidarably mofe opportunity to laarn those skills than the othars

‘do. 1In Table 1I-6 it is shown that there is a significant grade level’
Y _.'&1E£erenpe. The highest amount of_time spent ;n handwriting and spelling
is in the first grade with sixth grade the lowest. .For English -

"compogition, listening, gfammar,l ete, & just the opposite is true.. .

' L . y R “ .
;ﬁ‘l v . B . ' ' Table 16~/ ,
. 'Iime-Spént on Language Arts
* ' Activities By Grade Level
_ "’ , Median Time pér Activity .
:.J., . . : Grade#* ‘ in M%nutas per Week
o o \ Handwriting '} Spelling | English
g SR L NN RN 77 R S T TN B VYA R |
e A I C75.7 {998 148.2 C e
. . ‘_. . - - TLI.“ . . N
“ 4 . 81,2 ] 110,7 -156,6 o S
e - 6 65,5 - 94,3 190, 7 R
. oON=1220 0 e o N
*kp <0,01 - ’ _ o —

at
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'ﬁne of.thq'differencea between time allocated to instruction and
v atudent-légrning time 1s the amount of time lost to interruptions, disci-
T ,\. pline and management statements. like directions for opening books to

the.pages for the day's work. Periods of time spent on such activities
are not related to learning time and do not produce test acore galns ‘
(Rqsenshina & Berliner. 1978): To the extent that a great deal of time
1s'spent on, 8ay, discipline, the studant-learning time 18 reduced’ Thc
" Iamount of time per week that tri-state teachers say they spend on manage-
| menc activities is shown in Table II-7, On 1nterruptions like fir;'drills,
" anhouncements, assemblies, etc,, the average reading class loses 15 minutes
- agch week, with a range from thg 25th percentile (quartile 1) to the ?Sth 2
pefcentile (quartile 3) of .9 to 25 miﬁutes. Non-acgdemic procedures like

. + opening booka and getting pencils consumes on the average 26 minutes per

. - week, witn an‘inter-quartile range of 15 to 48 minutes. The time lost to

Table TI=7 !

i

Reading Class Time Spent odeanagement Aé;ivities

Mitwtes Per Week

Management-Actiﬁities — N _
' Co Quartile 1 | Median { Quartile 3

~
= 9,

‘Interruptions (fire d}illi. - ' i .
hallway noise, ete.) . ,9'0 15.0 = 24.9" .
Nonacademic Procedufea (wam ) . ¢‘ e
. :;o_dﬁﬁain supplies, etc.) 15.0 26.0 47.3
Discipline of Studenta - 12.5 25.5 45.0 7

I N=1220 L N S . 5

a
Lo
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diseipline hee 8 median of 26 minutes and qﬁerﬁile;renge of 13 to 45 minutes,

The average” teacher, then, loses over one ﬁour of reeding clese time to

~management ectivities ever? week; teachers at the: third quertile lose about

two hqure per wee§ on these efforts. Time epent on firm dieciplinery !
control has some correletion with reading echievement gains, perticulerly '

in low SES schools (Brephy & Evertson, 197&). buﬂ. because management

. time 1= not leerning time, it would seem that a hard look at these

activities should be taken by the tri-state schoola. Many of these inter~ *
ruptions are not under.the control of the ‘teachers, and teachers can not
effect changes in those. For that reason efforts to modify theae time .,

frames may need to come from ‘the sthool level or even the dietfict level,

in eddiéion to the effort Ehet can be made by teachers at the classroom

- El

lavel. -

One of the ways to incgeeee the amount of time.in which students are

1

" engaged in learning reading skills is to asaign rgading homawork. Research

on the degree of correlation. betwden homework time and reading test-score -

.

gains is not clear; Brophy and Evartson (1974)~fodnd'thet only in high -
i L] 0 ¥ .

SES schoole was there s ppsitive cerreletien; in low SkS eeheele the

correletion was lew and not etetieticelly significant. The tri-eteﬁe !
o

¢ v .

‘e:ee teachers dogﬁgeign reeding homework, as ehown in Table II-8, .The

C ‘
largest number of homework asgignments mede ere in vocabulary or werd

' Ll

atudy, end the second ie in reading in text or etery books, In each case

. except reeeerch proje&ts. hemework is eeeigned more frequbntly in the’

"firsc g:ede than in the.later gredeq (Appendix F, Table ;stelto'II-Be).

F
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T .y Table II-S .

Froquancy of Assigning Reeding Homework

"‘I

- Elias, (19?6) found - that secénd, grade teachers used “up to six teaching -%;~é

Percent of Tspchers Responding . . - ;ercsnt'qg -
Resding romedork  * 143 timee | 1-3 tines ‘Le" than le:::ers e

’ Daily & week a month °:::t; Naver Responding| °
Keading text, story booke,"| 378 | 25,9 175 | 84 19.8{ 11,5
Workbooke, dittos, ets, | 8.9} 325 143 9.3 - |- 22,31 J12.8 -
vord or vocabulary stidy 19.31 370 | 153 63 | 12,0). 10.0
‘Reseaich projects B 3R 4.4 7.8 . 234 23,6 19,8 ‘
Creative arts profecty | 117 - 5.7 %) 258 | 249 f.2z8] 202 |
" Ne1220 - c B R .

See Appendix ¥ for si;nificent grldi level differences.

According to the Cooley-Leinhardc model,, another way to increasa the
time thst gtudents spend engaged in learning ig to increase, the number of

[}

. teaching adults in the room. Adulte, like aides or parent-volunteers,

cen 1ncrease the amount of time that each student hag for 1nd1vddualized

st ' -
¥

1nstruct;on. Thsre-is, however,_contradictory'research. McDonsld and ,

‘ adults" (p. 104), while fifth grades had more like .one or two, and there T w

was a euggébtion chat sscond graders taught entireiy by their teachere
ehowed higher test score gains than students taughf by others. Although '?.

] o ) ) . .;'.I:
Hiatt (19?9) found that the use of eides in. the classroom reduced v

., L] ’ - »
2

discipline problems and inéreased the teegher ] 1nstructiona1 time,aKEsn

and others (1979) found a negative.correlation betwedh the number. of « siges

f o '

; in & classroom and gain on reading achievement tests. Pefhaps that was
U"

=becauss the aides serve in rooms where the need is greatest, where the

C . L v

scores are lowest and the students are 11kely to gain less each year than

other students, perhaps, in fact, that correlation shows that the azdes o

[y
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. -age serving where they can do the most good In any case, the research
¢ ' has been :I.nterpreted at t:l.mes, to, mean that a:l.des cause a lessening of ¢

test score gain (Teacher, October 1979, p. 32), which is anh uefortunate

. switeh from correlation to causation, it

\ .+ The responses of the, tri-atate area as displayed 1n Table II-9,
\ éﬁdicata that - this question aroused interest 1n the taachers by its
B 'hi ragponge rate, Teachers in the lower grades were least 1ike1y to
- Table 11-9
] LVt ] . \
iy LT Presence of Aldes or Adult Assistants in Classroom
' L - - .
tfj_ o o . Percent of Teachers Réspoﬁﬁing '
' - — Percént of
o Gradew® | ° Hqurs Per Week o B .Te;gzers g
v 7 ) Almose . 1.More than | Responding |
. 0 -1 ‘2 3 4 5 5 Y '
1 ] 48.5 | 58] 8.3)58}52]80] 150 T34
. 31 665 [r0f 79 a2 ]ar] s ] 16 e
~ o bz ratar )] zo s SR BN
, 6 74.2 6.0 6,41 3.9]11,8] 21 2.1 . -3,5.
L — . - . - S
Sw | Total 64.9 1] 6.5 1 6.9.]1 4.31 3.0 4.7]- 6.8. . 2.9
' Nel220* - L I .
*4p <0,01 o ' ' . ' o .

[ '
- n - 1 B L]

have aideé "almost on hours per week and most likely to have them more -

.~ . than 5" hours, This apparenl:ly reflects the idea that individualizing

~instruction is more impartant in the lower grades than the higheg ones: E.

S 23 ‘ o




and is facilitated by increasing the number of teaching adults iﬁ the
classroom. McDonald and Elias (1976) complete their discussion of

the use of aides in the classroom by observing:

tUnder the circumstances (particularlylin the case of the
younger pupils) the simple generalization that pupil skill-

growth in reading -v relate to the proportion of pupils
%aught.ekblusivaly by the teacher should be studied further
Po 105)".

Tﬁis sectioh has discussed the opportunity that s;udénts have to -
learn iegquired materials, in cthe sense of time séeﬁt on learning.
Attendancé and class size, time spent on reading and other language arts
ackivities, time losses on management activities, assignment of homewotk,’

'-and the number of teaching adults in the classroom wete all examingd both
‘from Ehe standpoint of research studies and f(sm the responséé of the
tri-state teachers to the gquestions in this Suﬁveg. Although there are
few hard rec0mmendations_from ;He research about optimal éime alloCatiQns |
as yet, suggestions wyere made about factors to ‘consider, including graQe

level variations.

Curriculum Overlap

The second part of ghe Opportunity construct from Cooley ﬁnd Leinhardc
v concerns curriculum overlap. When one wishes to find out how much learning
is taking place in the classroom, one may administer a test which covers
the material that has been taught. That seeme simple enough, but many

tests used in our schools are designed to test achievement at a more

24 27




- general level than what is taught in th¢ individual classroom, and WEighty
decisions - whether. about student or teacher -~ are made on the basis of
these tests. A fairer form of test, imply Cooley and Leinhardt, is that
which evaluates student learning by covering only what has been taught.
The match between the curriculum and the test is labeled "curriculum
overlap.” The variables in the Quegtionnaine that relate to this concept
asked about reading instructional materials and teacher evaluation of
tham, the testé and testing programs, aﬁh the match between stated
objectives and tesns. They will be discussed in that order in the
following paragraphs.

"As indicated in Table II-10, the basal reader is theﬁmajor instruc-
tional resource in most of fhe tri-state classrooms andlparticularly in
rural areas (Tanle II-11),» (For a list of the basal texts used, with
their publishers and the frequency of use, see Appendix D.) This finding
1s in accord with those of Durkin (1979}, who paints a picture of
~Iunfmaginative use of basal text, teacher's+manual, reading workbook, and
dit?o sheets = endemic in American"elementary schools today. Implied in
her-ﬁriting is the belief tnat a wide variety of reading naterials would
legsen the dreabness and anhance the effect1veness of reading instruction.
Inspection of Table II-10 shows that the tri-state teachers do supplement
the use of the basal with a number of other teaching resources, especially
reference bdoks and story or paperbéck books, The skill development kits,
which Durkin (1979) nentions as being dull, are used in over -half of

the classrooms at least once each week.

25



Table II-10

Reading Instruction Resources

? Parcent of Teachers Raseonding
[ ]
Use as major Use an Use only P;::z::rzf
MATERIALS * ; |rescurce in supplementary occasionally—— Not
- teaching résturce-a no more than Respondin
; reading~= at least onca two pr three onding
slmost dsily 8 week timea & month

Basel) readsrs ‘8744 . 5.2 3.8 3.7
Reading workbocks 72,3 21.4 3.0 3,4
Tsxtbooks other than basai

rosdets or workbooks ‘ 10.8 41.5 3z.5 15.2
Reference books {e.3., '
sncyclopedias, dictionaries) 11.7 34.1 26.1 61
Books other thean textbaoks '

(e:g., story books, paperbacks) 26,4 31.6 19,0 4.9_
Newspapers, msgazines, perindicsls 3.2 31.5 48.0 17.4
Skill devalopment kite eor

materials {e.§.. SRA, Barnell- 17.9 35.9 26.2 17.0
Loft) :

Teacher-prapared matarials

(dittos, ete.) 43.7 41.6 9.7 3.0
_Commercial dittos 43,6 © 380 13.9 4,5

Table II=11

Percent of Teachers Using Basal Reader
as Major Instructional Resource, By Reglon

. ' . " Region
Metropoldtan City Suburb of Matro { Suburb of City { Rural
N=175 N=256 Ne262 ' N=202 N=325
B y y .
.89'1 86.7 82.8 © 86,1 . 91.4




With Ehe amount of negative criticism leveled at basal }eading texts
in the past twenty years (Ashton-Warner, 1959; Durkin, 1979) for being
irrelevant, dull, stereotyped, sexist, racist, suburban, and so on, it is
interesting to find that a g;OUP of teachers who utilize them to the
extent that these do should find them both current and trustworthy. On a
five point scale, 85% described them as eith;r "most" or "very" for "ﬁP'
to-date" and 76% described them as "accurate in coﬁtent."

. The reading curriculum may go beyond what is customarily taught in
dﬁily reading class. , Specific instruction in the reading skills of
content-area subjects may be included in the curriculum and thus maylbe
part of the content of appropriate testing inst;uments. The teachers of

the tri-state areaz were asked if their students received any instruction

in these skills (Questionnaire, #12); the responses appear in Table II-12.

!
"

Table II-12

: Reading Instruction Taught in Content Areacs

Percent of Percent of _
Grade** Teachers Responding Te;zgers -
| Yes' No I Don't Know | Responding - A

1 3¢.9 51,2 3.4 5.5

3 45.6 38.9 8.2 7.3

4 50.5 35.3 9.2 B 5.0

6 52.3 | 31.4 11.3 4.6
Total | 46.8 | 39.6 7.9 5.8
N=1220
*¥p <0.01

27 )




The significant grade level differences in the "Yes” column may reflect
the increasing importance of content-arsa reading as the grades go higher.
The difference in the "1 don't know" column may be the result of team-
teaching and subject specialization in the higher elementary grades. It
maf be interesﬁing tolsecoﬁdary teachers that more than 50% of the sixth
gfade'teaéhers say their students reéeive training in content-area reading

skills.

One part of the "curriculum overlapﬁ is the curriculum itself; the
other part is the content oﬁ the tests which are used to assess progress
in that curriculum. ZIn Chapter IV, Structure and Placement {page 62), |
there isfa discussion of the frequency of use of various kinds of testing,
taken from the point of view that such Lesting maintains the appropriate
placement of the students in the curriculum. Appendix E contains a liét
of standardized tests used by the tri-state area schools and the relative
popularity of thewm. The mést;frequently selected standard;ze& test is
the:Califorﬁia Achievement Test (24%), with the Metropolitan Achievement
Tests (183), and ‘the Stanford Achievement Test (16%) in second and third
places. More than half oflthe teachers report that their studerits are
tested once each year, and another 31% twice a year. It s evident from
this that the. students' progress is evaluated regularly,‘by ste;ndardized
tests. In addiﬁion, most of the reachers have sets of specified objectives
for-their ﬁse in making daily leséon plans, creating cest itemé, or for

other uses. In Chapter IV, pages 47 to 56, an examination of the sources

of instructional objectives is made along with & survey of their use.

) B
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Therefore, we have the identity of the tests and the sources and use of
various objectives; the unknown factor is the congruence of the curriculum
ani the content of the tests. None of the questions on the Questionnaire
asked the teach.ers to match teét items directly with curriculum content.
Thus, that part of curriculum Dvérlap is not available.

This chapter has addressed the construct called Opportunity. Both
the time available to learn curriculum oﬁjectives-and the amount of
curriculum overlap (the match between the curriculum taught and the
curriculum tested) have been discuésed. Also discussed were
readiné instructional materials: with th;:ir variety and the opinion that
the teachers have of their contemporaneity and accuracy; with instruction

in content~area reading skills; with the testing program in the échools;

and with the congruence between the content of th~ tests and the curriculum.



III. Motivaters

The tonatruct of Motivators in the Cooley-ieinhardt model
includes aspents of both the curriculum and the interpersonal relation-
ships which support learning. The emphasis here is not upon academic
aapecta but on variations in presentations and attractiveness of materiala,
promptness of correction of work (curriculum motivators), and peer-
tutorins, self-management including aelf-evaluation, and amounts of
positive feedback and negative behavior of the teacher (interperaonal
motivators). There is, in the model, .a atated belief that certain of the
interpersonal motivators (e.g., peer tutoring and self-management) are
variables whicn increase student learning and thus achievement test
anore gains., Research has been publiahed challenging this belief. Both
the assumptions and the research will be discussed along with the findings
oflthia gurvey, in the following sections.

" Cooley and Leinhardt (1975) ‘made the deliberate assumption that
variety in format and the use of a numberloftmodea.of instruction are
motivational. The tri-atate‘teachera were asked how many minutes per
week "the typical student" (Quaationnaire, #35) devotes to certain modes

< of instruction;.thé results are sunmarized in Table III-1. An unper
limit of 99 on the number of minutes they could indicate was imposed by

j the computer formast; some of the treachers may have wished to indicata a
higher number, but by far the large majority aalected numtafa below 99,

Many teachers did not respond at z2ll, whether through misunderstanding

» of the question, difficulty in giving detailed estimates of time, or

i
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lack of interest im certain particular activities. It can be argued
that teachers possessing a strong favorable interest in an aetivity

would have made =z response for that one.
Table 111~-1

Student-Time Spent on Va;ied Reading-Related Activities

rctivities N Minutes Per Week Tz:z;2:; ;gt

Median ~Range Responding
Oral Reading ‘ 5.8 1.0-99.0 7.5
Discussion of Stories 6.7 1.0~90.0 8.8
Teacher Réading to Students 6;2 1.0-90.0 13.4
Choral Reading 2.5 | 0.0-80,0 61.7
Retelling of Stories” . 3.8 | 1.0-80.0 33.0
Independent Seatwork 18.0. | 0.0~99.0 6.7
Group Projects 4,47 | 0.0-60,0 | 59
Independent Projects : 5.7 ) 1.0~48.0 50.5

‘ - N=1220
‘ &1Sign£ficant grade level differences are shown in Table III-2.
?he‘0}31 Reading median (5.8 minutes) seems surprisingly low, even
when significgnf grade level differences are canside;ed (Table I{I:Q).
Many pOpulaf reading instru;t%onal méthﬁda and basal reader series promote
oral reading, whether in & round=robin fashion or for the purpose pf
proving a point (Stauffer, 1969), Howlett and Weintraub (19?9) found that

"

compensatory reading teachefs of grades :éo, four, énd six had their

."' 3
— ,,134




students raead aloud daily, with fourth and sixth grade teachers using
pretty much the same time allotments ag the first and third. The
learning needs oflthese tri-state developmental reading classes may be
quite different.from those of the compensatory reading classes, but a

) mud%nﬁ of less than ten minutes of oral reading per week in first gréde
seems marginal. Even in sixth grade many students thoroughly enjoy and
benefit from reading aloud to their peers (Heinrich, 1976).

Time spent in discussing stories was found to be related to gains

in achlevement test scores in one study (McDonald & Elias, 1976}, but

Tasbie IiI-2

Minutes Per Week Students Spend on
Certain Reading-Related Activities--By Grade Level

Activities

Oral Reading**

Median "1 9.8 .| 5.9 6.4 ] 5.3
Range 1-50 | 1-99 | 1-99 | 1-60
Discussion of Storleg#*
Median 9.8 8.3 8.1 6.4
Range . 1-70 [ 1-90 | 1-42 1-50
Teacher Reads to Stédents** ' . '
Median : 11.7 6.5 16.3 4.6
Range _ - 1-90 | 1=72 } 1-60 | 1-30
Independent Seatwark**,h - ' ‘ ‘
Median . . 24.9 15.3 15.4 10.9
Range \ ' 1-99 | 2-99 { 1-99 [ 2-99
N=1220 ‘

*xp <0.01
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not in another (Brophy & Evertson, 1974), A tri-state student at the

median point spends sbout 7 minutes esch week in this activity, Even less

time is spent on having the teacher read élsud to students, showing a trend
from 11,7 minutes in first grade to.4.6 minutes in sixth., In regard to
this activity Durkin (1970) wrices:
While children are still in the creeping stage of their own .
sbility to read, the goal toward which they are working can
. be defined no more effectively than by a teacher who takes

time to read to them from carefully chosen books. Such
reading shows, in its nondidactic’ way, why it makes sense to

learn to read (p. 230),

In Table III—l it can be seen that over 50% of the reachers did not
respond to the question of how much time their students devote to some
alternative reading-related activities, and the importance of those activi-
ties to these teachers can be inferred. Independent seatwork, however does
receive a substantial rate of response and also the highest time alldtment.‘
To the degree tnat'this seatwork is individualized actording to the needs of
the student and is adequately supervised,.it can be expected to correlate
significanely with gain in ach}evement teat acores,*and an %ncrease_in the
allotted time ;111 accompany an inecrease in test scores. Once again the time
clalmed by the tri-state raspondents geems aurprislngly low at 18 minutes, 30
minutes per day would not seem out of line with normal expectations. There

19 no indication from the data as to why this figure is low. One canM;BEculate

o

that teachers are shy of admitting that they assign students to long stretches

of seatwork, but it is shown in. research chat increases 1n time spent in
well-selected, suparvised seatwork correlates with increases in test score

gains; #o0 the hesitation to answer firmly is unfortunate, if true,
) - " g
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Other hints about modes of instructlion preferred by these teachers
can be gleaned from Table IV-18 (page 68). Given Beven different possitle
methods for remediatingnlearning deficits Iin students, ctcachers strongly
indicated (?2% assign first or second priority) that chey preferrad to
"tutor the student" themselves, a direct instruction method which is
supported by current research on Feacher effectiveness. The'next most
popular method over all grades is "seatwork with sgkill development materials"

and then "réquest professional help (e.g., from a reading specialist).” ¢

-
"t

At the bottom as the least popular method .is Massign independeﬁt reading,
although research can be cited that shows that the amount of time spent in
independent reading corresponds to gain in reading achievement test scores

(Kean, et al., 1979) and thus, presumably, to skill development,

In Table iII—B oﬂe can. examine Che t;ncher responses to questions about
- the motivational aspects of the main curriculum fesourcc, whigh. for 907 of
thé.teachers,'wéé a basal reader. Althohgh there is a grade level differ-
~ ence, an average of 75% reported that the macerials are attractive, and

Table III-3

-

. Main Instructional Resou¥ce &8s Motivator

Percent of Teachers Reporting Satisfaction
~ Motivation : ‘" %; = . Grade
- - . e 1 - 3 4 - ‘ 6
.- - . _ N=12§ Nadlo =295 Nel8d
Matertals are Attractivex®| 83,4 79.7 73,6 3.2
| Materials are Currentw* | 81.9 78.8 ,?8.6 76.6
s b <0,01 o ..
“\:\“_‘_K_




"an,avera$e of 80% that they are up-to-date. It is apparent from these

data chat the teachers view the materials as satisfactory in,a motivational

sense.
The use of a variety of materials for the teaching of reading was.

probed.by the Questionnaire on fhefaésumption that this contributed to the

motivational,K aspects of.the classroom (Cooley & Leinhardt, 1975, p. 26)-

In Table II1I-4 is shown the relative use of a number of different materials
on a daily basis, with a clear grade level difference in commercisl dittos
and flash cards. (The Qﬁestiannaire also asked(for information about less

frequent use of these materials-[question #19] but the resulting data-ware

L]

of an ingignificant and uninteresting amount.) The low use of videotdpes,
[ =

TV, films, and filmstrips repeats the findings of Austin and Morrison (1963),

who noted that enthusiasm was more widespread than use.
: Table TII-4

Variety of Supplemental Instructional Materials

~ Percent of
. Teachers Responding
\ YAlmost Daily Use"
Materials ) - ; crade .
I 3 N S A ]
N=326 ] N=316 {N=295| N=283
Commercial Dittos** . 66.31 46.8 33.2(-24.7
Flash Cards** » “ 54.6]12.7 | 8.8{ 1.8
Films/Filmstrips | 3.4{ 1.6 2.0] 1.8
Slides/Transparencies . *1.2{ 2.2 1.4 0.7
T Tapes/Records** - - 14.41 5.1 4.4 3.2
Videotapes/TVv¢ | cz.s) 0.3 | 0.7| 1.1
,Programmed Instructional Machines 2.19 2.2 | 1.0 1.4

g *p <0.05, grade level difference
_**p «<0.01, grade level difference
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Another interest{ng comparison of the use of alternative instructional

materials for motivation 1a the use by region (Tab}e III=5). 'There is a

*

dearth 0f information about rural schools and the materials used in s

4

them, but the percent of teachers in the rural schools that use a

variety of instructional méterials seems to be little different from che(

percent of teachers using them in other areas.

Table I11-5

¥

Use of Varietyﬂof Supplemantal Instructional Materials - By Region

=,

, Percent of Teachers Responding,1 By Region 4=h '
: : o
Instructional Matarials Matro ctty‘ Su::::oqf Sug::: of | gyl | Response
Commercial Dittos "39.2 | 39.9 40.1 " 42.1 4L.4, 4.5
Flash Cards 26.31 22.5 19.9 19.1 22.2 23,3
Filus and/or Filmstripe 15.4 | 38.7 40.9 .4 | e 201 .
Slides fﬂﬂfqr Transparencies- "6.9-1 65| 9.6 6,2 i?.l 38.1
Tapes and/or Records - 13.2 | 20.2 19.9 14.1 18.0 |, 20.4
Video Qnd!of Television Tapes | '2.6 | 4.1 |7 . 4.0 4.5 K 52.8
Prograsned Instructional 1.3 3}9 4.2 2.5 2.3 59,2
Games, Puzzles| Toye . 30.9 | 27.9 27.1- 25.0 27.7 16.1

§-1220 . )
Use at least once aoach week.

" Another source, of varlety in instructional materials may come from

]

having.a school library évailaple and utilized, Of th? teachers resﬁonding

to this survey, 94% had such a library; the use they make of 1t is

diéplayed in Table III=6. There is variation in weekly library use

* ’ . . . '
. e . - .
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Both by reading achievament level and by grade leve;. Evidently

some téachers wh;'have a school library available do not use

it on a weekiy-basis. It.seems that alert administrators might investi-
gate the reasons for ‘the limited use of this pétentially valuable resource,

especially for the above-average reader, who frequently needs enrichment

" materials.
Table I11-6
Weekly Use of School Library
Percent of Teachers Responding Percent ;
Students' Reading Level Grade No .
1 3 4 G
N=326 | N=316 | nw295 | ne2g3 | ReSPonse
, Lgelc‘.w Grade Level% 77.6 78.8 78,6 ' 69.3 16.1
On Grade Level® - 83.7 83.2 82.0 7345 11,8
Abdve Grade Level 72.7 75.3 75.6 71.4 19.5

*p <0.05, grade level difference

Cooley and Leinhardt include the promptness of correcting the
séudent's work as one of the curriculum motivators. Teﬁbper; in the
tri-state area differ significantly bylgrade lavel according to the speed
Witﬁ which they corre::”;I;%erent kinds of work, and the difference can
be thoughtlof as reflecting the different demands of }eading instruction

as students go through the frades (Table [I7}=7). First grade teachers

promptly correct textbook work and wofkbooks, more than other grade

37
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laﬁel teachars., Excapt on tektbook work, the other teachers are mdre

» L}

likely to use up to twenty- our hours before reburning corteCted work.

Since first grade reading 1nstructiona1 objectives can be quite discrete
and smalL, immediate feedback ‘on work is not .only pogsible but also highly
succesbful'as;é te?ching methéd, pre#enting tﬁe stﬁdengs from practicing-
mistakes 1n§£ead of genJinélskiils;-l(See Rosenshine,'IQ?B;) As the work'
uﬁits érdw larger, with the years 1h-§chdol, énd as the studentSHCQn be-

expectad'to remember longef'and more complex thoughts, the gquick turn

[3

| avound of corrected work apbéars to be iess possible and less needed.

s " Table TII-7

Promptnéés of Corgécting‘Studeﬁt'Work

T Percent of Teacheravaqéponding'

l - . ) ‘ - .Speed ' . [|percent of "
.| TWE OF ASSIGNMENT | Within a few minutes Within 24 hours . . Te;:‘:e“
' i -_Grade"-.l : Brade Rl_:spbnding
, = T3 | & 1.3 | & | 6 L
» | Nw326]N=316- {N=295 | N=283 Ne31i6 |N»295 |Ne283 { N=1220
Classverk in - r : ; N A -
taxthook#* .| 7481 36.6.1.43.4 33,8 1 4r.1 {399 | 8.0
Glasswork in’ ' ; : SRS RN B N
wotkbook## 50.3] 28.8 } 25.8 58.0 | s8.0 | 49.8 5.8 7.
: .il - :‘f . : I;l\
Bomework*s | 12,0, 4.4 335 73.4 | 65.4 | 65.4- 21.8 -:;;_p
| chopear/untc case*q 10.1] 6.0 | 6.8 63.8 | 55.9 15404 | 141 |
Other projlc:c v ’ _ ’ .
(.5., drama, 7.4| 6.6 | 8.8 25.0 | 23.0 | 19.9 47.8
ragedrch) od - . "

- wwp <0.01 Lo
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.The discussion above included such topics-as: curriculum motivators
"that support learning, modes of instruction, interestvof the central

materials, variety of“materials, and speed of correction. HNext in this

n

consideration of notivationai_hspects of the classroom will_he inter—‘
oersOnal.factors that support iearning. ﬁeif;management, self-evaluation,
peer tutoring; and the use.oflgames, puzzles, and toys will be discussed.
The concept of self—management includes student . selection of activities,“
materials, seating, and worlk gronps. Teacher—effeotiveness‘studiea indi-~

" Lcgte that trends toward atpdent self-direction correlate negatively with
) /_ - . , . . .I . ' I -I -
. student achievement gain, regardless of SES level (Rosenshine & Berliner,

. 1978), The factor of teacher attention seems crucial to learning, So that

" when the teacher is involved in teaching individual students or very small "

-
*

. groups”,supervision oE other puplla in Lhe classroom is more difficult and

often less effective; in contrast, teacher—directed 1nstruction of" large- or

whole—class groupings seems to facilitate adult supervision, and, therafore,

more ‘learning, as measured by achievement tests (Rosenshine, 19?8).

“ 7

~In the tri—s_tate area, 39% to 45% of -the te'achers'tightly control'

the selection of “instructional activities'and materials, as well as student,

*

“seating, allowing .student selection "never" or "less than once a week."

b -

(See Tgble'lix-a.) However, more are willing to let the studgnts choose
their ovn seating on a daily basis than choose instructional -activities

o . ‘ . : - : R
' or materials. Most teachs. 3 favor‘the practice of having students mznage
A their own'materiala regul - 'y, implying some free movement around the

.

classroom, and 38% ﬁermit them -to help one another frequently (three or.

morte times-perlweek) with a downward trend of using studeﬂt self-management .
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procedures from a high in first grade to a low in sixth. Tables where

thoseldifferences‘are displayed in gréater detall are found in Appendix ¥,

tables LII-8a to I1I-8d.,

Table III-8

_ , ' Provisions for Student Self-Management
i . . . -

. 1. . Percent of Responding Teschers o b
. . Parcant, of:
. : ) "], Taac
. ACTIVITIES® . Times Per Week o , Na:.f'
. e Hever | 1498 than | Once or | Thres or | Five or |Responding
! .o C Once Twice Four Times; More '
. s:ud-nti choose their own ; C . :
¢ ingtructional activities 18.0 ( - 20.8 34.1 138 %2 42
e Students choose their ovm |, i . o
instructional materials 22,5 u.6 . 32.0 11.4 7.3 3.0
Students choose their own ; | P
Students manage their own . )
in-class behavior (e.g., : ' . :
{ geteing and returning. 1.6 2.2 11.9 20.0 61.7. | - 2.7
.| materisls)
Students do peer tutoring ' ' e I s
or halp one Atiother on | ' 5.4 14.8 ] 39.1 ?1‘3, 17.1 2.2
” aspigonments ' )
Ne1220 L

1gee Appandix F, tables, ITI-8a through III-8d for significant grade level diffarsnces.

]

Coolqy,an&hLeinhafdt (19?55 specifically mention "&egree of use of
‘péer tutorihé" (p. 27)'a§ an interpersonal motivgtor,'and’iszlof the
‘teachers selected thié as their’firstubeSECond friorit& for remediation
(Table IV-1§);. In consideration of sfuqeﬁ;'geif-management,(Table

L]

. . i .
I111-8), about 78% of the teachers permit this form of instruction at

5, ' %

-




'1gsst once each week, and 387 three 6; more times per week. One study
(Brophy & Evertson, 19?4)'1ndichtes that peer tutoring is negatively.
corralated gith';eading achievement gains in gré&és two and three, _'
apparently because it takealthe_place of direct teacher-student inter;
action, A'certain‘amouﬁtlof cautlon iﬁ géing'thig tachnique seems
juatified, parﬁicularlylin }elation'tolthe 1e;rning_of'thg basic skills.
In terms of tﬁe_étudentq avaluating their oﬁn work, Téblé'III-Q
shows thet first grade teéchers'arelsignificantly lébs likély to Bé 
éomfbftable with it than, sixth grade téaéhefé,,qince_552 of ‘the first
. . grade teachers permit it less, than once a week es against 1sz-of the

sixth grade teachers. ,

£

~ ¥

Table III-9
" Provisions for Student Self-EvnluatioqgiL

—T ;
’ - Percent of Teachers Responding . a .
' : —— ' — Percent of
{ Grade**{ Times Per Week . _ Teachers
- - : - — Not
! Ne Less than | Once or | Three'or | Five or |Responding
Ver | - once Twice | Four Timas | More - '
1 . "5 ' ’ . Ap? . . ' ‘ . '
we3zg | 2402 | L 20.9 26.1 12.3 | "11.7 4.9
‘ 3 . - 5y 4 .
[ w316 ;1.1 , 11.1 o 2.6 - 24,1 li;? 2,5
LA s e8| 40,7 27.5 14,9 { - 2.0
‘ - -6 h y _ o ' - ‘. ' . ’ z I
4 4.6 9.9 o 44,2 - 27,2 2.7 | 1.4
. N-zgé i p‘ L] :f. - s : - 1' . 1 *
‘ TOtal' 1—10-6 ‘ 13.I 350“-5 . 2'2’.5‘ o .14.5 M ? 2.8 !




On the other hand, there is Verp-little grade lepel difference in the
hpercent.who encourage the students to assess their own-work five or-more .
times pbr‘week (12% .as against 13%4) .- More'than-50% of ‘the third, fourth,’
and sixth grade teachers permit student self~evaluation between one and
four times a ueek in contrast to 38% of the first grade féachers. In
general the responding teachers feel that they need to make decisions
about instructional materials, activities, and evaluation mo:t_of the time,
which restricts the use of student self-manqgement. This finding is in -
accord with the teacher effectiveness studies indicating that the basic .
skills, at least, are best;taught directly: teacher s;lection,‘teacher
:pﬁ:éﬁntation, and teacher monitoring (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978).
Ihe‘use-oflgames; puzzles, and toys as ihterpersonal motivators}dlso
varies.hy grade level, as one would expect. First grade teachers are
many times more likely to use them than third, fourth, or sixth; only the
supplementary use for the third-or occasional" use for the sixth grade
approaches the percent of first grade teachers using them as a "major"
‘resource (Table‘IIIle).: The amount of time spent on them (Table IIIﬁll),-
howeVEr, Eeems to contradict these expressions of popularity. If 537 of-
the first grade teachers spend twelve minutes or less per week on games
and puzzles and only 27% use them more than twelve minutes, it is difficult .
to understand how they can be considered a major inatructional resource by
427 of them. One_possible explanation is that the teachers misunderstood :
the tié; part of this ouestion-and‘believed-that they were specifying the

number of minutes per day 'rather than per week. SSee Table III-11.)
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Table III=-10

G
-

Interpersonal Motivators: Degree of Usa 'of Games, Puzzles,

© Percent ?f Teachers Rasponding Percent of
Qraqe** Frequency of Use as Rgéouré; T‘;:23r5

Maj;f_ Supplementary .-Ogcasionél Responding
weige | 4240 43,3 101 4.6
weate | 152]  aa3 | 26,6 13.9
I Y 36,6 38,3 | 18,6
Nea83 3,5 25,1 42,4 © 29.0"
Total |. 17.5 37.7 28,7, 16.1
*%p <0,01 " !

Table TII~11

" - Student Timelépéﬁt on Games and Pgizlés

¢

L

.

Percent of Teachers ﬁeéponding -Lercent dk'
Gradets] Minutes per Waek . + - ?'ﬁﬁz"“'
| Twplvelor'Less :Mé}e than Twelve Responding
-‘N-gzé .. 5.7 b 267 | 166
ALk 646 8,8° | 26.6
JN;E?S : , 3743 . 3.0 39;31;n
 ‘N-g85 . 38.9 . 2.4 ' 58,7
[ Tota1 | 54,8 1.0 34.5
o | %%p' <0,01 " . D ' CRe
T "43( .

Toys |
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Tha use of poaitive feedback as a motivator shows mixed results in
the‘reeearch Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974) found a clear correlation
between edult praiee and firat grade achievement gain, but the correlation

was not ags clear in th:l.rd grade, Brophy and Evertson (1974) foLlnd that

‘r

low .SES etudence galn mora "on achievement test scores in reading as they
'receive more praise, but, for high SES studente, different teacher .
cheraceeristica, like being 1nsiseent and demanding, correlate with gain.

The responses-‘of the ﬁri-etete'teechere to the question of how high a

Iy

pfiorgty they piace on certain types of feedback appear in Table ITI-12,

Table I111-12 ‘ :

+

Interpersonal Motivators: Feedback -

M .
5 [# L]
. & . L

¢ - g - . Pertenc, of Tedchers Respouding 'l@;rce:c-of
' : S - - - | Taachets
Type, of Feadback High ~ Pricrity ~ Luw ach
S 1 {27 |3 4 | 5. [Responding
. 1 cnj to find work to praise (kaeping .the” 35;1 .36 8 {1051 1.7 0.4 17.5 .
* - | cricicism to o minimum), I M . S
- + o4 N n
I try to indicate work that needs : 2
fnprovemant (not overdoing the praise). 9.7 | 26,1 | 3.0 _ 5.4 ] 0.6 24.2
L. 1 give or withhold privileges, prizes, 1.2 4 2] 661 15,81 13.4 ' 5'4; 6
’ revards, homors. _ ’ . A Rt 4 .
, I let grades spesk for themselvas, . | 3.31 3.8 .5.7 [ 16.6.] 14.17| 6.3
” . I respond sccording r.o' the nature and | . 3 o ' '. '
" | needs of che child. 48.3 1 19.7 1{°9 2.3 | 0.7 L7.0
. . u-1220 ' ' ) - .

See Appcndix F, tables III-124 chrough III-12d for eigni!icant: grade lavel diuerences.

-

0

-

Most teachers gava a high priority to responding "to the needs of the

child;" and, wherever their understanding of thé needs of the child

includas differantiation by SES levels, their choice is supported by

-
—
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w
e

research (Medley, 197?) Most teachere did not care to raspond to "give

or withhold privilegea . . ." or "let 3redea sPeak for tdemselves.". "About

k]

70% of them believe that it is important "to find work to uraise." There.
are significant grade 1evel differences in saveral. of theee options; the
differencee are displeyed in Appendix F, tables III 125 to III-12d,

Another question on feedback concerned rewarding children for the
number of books they-reed. Hore than half of the-teachere give no’ rewand.‘
Fourtn 3reqe=teccher§ are more likely to display etudent nemes Ehanlteachere

at other surveyed grades, and.sixth grsde teschers are more spt to improve

grades in reading (Table III-lB),,' :‘ . .: N _ - h .
- o e  Table 1fI-13 | B
. . ' R . , .I I' -l_'.qﬁ II I‘ i .
. ' Eeedback:A Rewarding Students for Number of,Bboke Resd -
Peicent of Téachers USing
Reward ' this Reward, by Grade Level
1 | 3.1 & | 6
_— - . Nw326 | N=316 | Nm29S | N=283
. - - - =L+ _ ¢
NO Reward * . 57.? 5305 I51l2' B .5002 '
© | Yes ~ I Displsy Their Namesh¥ 3 19.0°) 23.4° | 26,8 4.8
Yes)~ I Improve Their Grades in Readimg*% | 8.3 | 14.6 16,97 27,9
Yés - I Excusé Them-from Other Work - : 2.1 1.3 " 3.7) -1l
| Yes - T Give Them Spécial Privileges - 8.6 | 12.0 {7 9.5] 0.2
I | - R

t
e . . . ) , .
- ’

The purpose of.this chapter was to preeent data on Motivetors

t

those 'agpects of the curriculum and interpersonal behavior in the class-

-

Toom which Ygupport ‘and encourage ‘student learning (Cooley, et al., 1975,




i . . : L . B . -

.+ ps-25). The qurficqlum motivators which were considered here were: -the' «
. amount and kind of variation in instructional activities and materials,

f‘ - the'teacherfs'perceptidn-of_studgnt interesc.ih the ﬁaterial&} and the
'turh-éboyt speed 6ffcbriectigg student work,’ Interpersonal motivators .

discussed were: student self-management and evaluation, peef—tu;orihg,

t on

use of games, puzzles, and toys, and kinds of- teacher” feedback to * - .

students. The model assumes that these asﬁects of the classroom envipgﬁ-‘

ment serve as motivatdrs ;oiétudenf learning.’ Research findings which

+ .-

agreed and some which_disagreed‘ﬁith_;he'assumptidﬁ_ﬁgrenintroduced,
‘tri~state teacher data were pfesentgd énd disqpésed,'and-the relatibnship

. .'I . . ! * . : + . - . . ’ )
. of the data.to the research studies was-taken up.

a . . .

R . - .- R - - - ) +

O

rRic

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.IV. Strueture and Placement s

The third ﬁajdr:construct of the Cooley~Lohnes model, Structure and
- i . - I . * . ) - . ' -
'Placehent, ‘concerns the organization of program materials and the

" methods for placing,students in and moving them through the curriculum.
This chapter,deals with instruetional objectives: their_source,'aﬁailﬁ

ability,,and‘presentation.to students; with matching the students to the

curriculum; with sequencing and pacing of students in the materials; and

_with grouping for reading instruction,

Instructional Objectives . - ' ) CoL

. The purposé of stating instructional ijectives is to guide -
curricuiungﬁlanniﬁg, selection of materials, and evaluation. Austin .and
: B Tl , ] o .
Morrison'(1263)‘found that<ﬁost teachurs had 1lists of teaching objectives

&

available to them, both in the manual from their basal reading series and

Iin curriculum guides. devetoped 4n their school districts. However, few

© ' teachers made use of-the lists. Among the reasons that teachers gave for

. not using them were that they lacked spegificity,,did_not relate to the

[l

actual .reading performance of children, and did not reflect teacher

= _ thinking because the teachers thémselves had not been involved in writing

- . P

‘theﬁ} Austin and Morrison recommended that either these statements of

E

';:_' : _objectives be drawn up wiqg teacher cooperation and -their use required

or they be abandoned as a waste Of time. -

r

-~ N L

:t‘ Since 1963, seyenteen ;k te legislatures'and seven state boards of .

education hava mandated compet ney requirements in the basie skills for

‘high school graduation (Saily, 979), ‘and the Specification qf oblgctives

—_— - -
L, . . -~
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— L _in';he basic skil%s has becdme'commonplacé. ~Data in Téble_;v—l-show how
’ ) . the teachers in Ehis Eri-s:ate-area report uéing instructional objectives.

-
- El

. L3
" '
- N El

(AL " o .~ Table IV-1
a. ) Y - - L - . )
o . -  Availability and Use of Reading Objectives: Tri-State Area
T v . ’ ' cL Fecrrent of Teachers Renpondli:s
" N cor Kot ; Percent of,
) _ Soutts of Reading Objecclves: Avallable . Avallable ; , . ’ T'g::“.
' ' ' | Ber d30 | Ume ro plan tse to Une for . | Rewponding
not ume | dally lessons | wrlce casca | ocher pulpoams .
.. | svace-wide edﬁ:a:;onal objectiven | 25,7 . 19=o_ﬁ_ 16.0 I 8.9 . 7.0
) Plactice-vide edutatlonsl ' K ' S "
bjertlves. : 9.6 129 |- e 14 - 6.1, 16,4,
I ¢ | school-wide objecrcives ' 15,1 7.0 @7 2.1 12.4 " 19,8
Tewcher-developed objertives - 2.3 1.6 61.0 : I A 17.9 10.2
Bamal Lexce objactlves . - 1.2 “sa2. | 64 13 17,6 T N
fisl220 ~ ' - : _ _— '
If terms of statewide objectives, 72% of the teachers either do not know '
\\\ ipoﬁg their availability, know that they are available but do not use them,
" I R " v . ' , }
3\\ . or did got choose to answer :he question; On the other -hand, state-wide

- \&_ Iobjébéiées are used fqr Some purpose by 50% ofgphe teachers of Delaware,

*_\_ 41% of,:he_feachers'of New Jersey, and 177 of the teachers in Peﬁhsylvania

.. (Table Iv-2). . L R o
N . T ’ , o o
R . Table IV-2 - . " " . |
R “Stafe-wtﬂe Reading Objectives: Availability and Use . s
it Percent of Teachers Responding ] X
. . C : . " | Perceat of |
B Séaza ‘Mot "} . Avallable bt Teache?s
| Avallable j - g, Use to |'Use to [ Use for .| . NOT4
do not | plan daily | write other | Respendlng.
uae lessons | tests purposes | | ’
‘) Delaware . . A A ' T o
RS Siiae-+/SN K A RN 252 < | 67 17,6 26.1.
. New Jersey i . . e .
y o 23,2 n.4 . 237 3.9 13,5 2.2,
. Pel"lnsyll\raﬁi'a ' .‘I‘ ) : £ 4 - -
. . N M 30,5 23,8 1.2 1.2 4.5 28,8
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There is a possible confusion inherent in the queation of use of

etete~wide instructional ohjectives which*may be reflected in :hése L
‘responses- Many states have lists of ﬂinimal«objectivee. sd-called basic

f

skills objectives, but there are many .aspects of reading which hre not s

-

’-included in common lists of “baeics,“ aspects which competent teechers

place high on their own lists of teaching prioritiee. That is,.many

clagsroom “teachers may, believe that they shouLd'covar what 1s on the eLate
.“beeics list and much more besides, and many ‘of them probably do provide

o

adequate coverage of ‘the basics as well as higher readfhg skilla, These

L

'teachers might not’ necessarily respond positively to-this question beceuse*-

they do not consciously consult their state s baaic ekille lietg when they

Fugsle

plan their instruction. On the other hand, those states thet have made a

statement of basic reading instruction obJectivee have done so beceuSe

it waa needed; they have learned that basic skills instruction can not be..

assumed. rt would seem, therefore, that teachers would be expected to pay

%

attention to such a statement and to plan with 1t in front of them. ‘bther-

3 . o ' -
, N

wise, as Austin and.Morrisen (1963)|point out, a great deal of someone's

time and taxpayer money is'beiné wasted; o .; *

~
'

Distr&ct—wide reading instruction objectives are more common, end 6l%

of the region s teachers use them to plan dafily leeeons, to write teets,

,or for othsr purposes. Within the states, 71% of the teachere in Delaware,

- ERY

"84%. in New Jersey, and 58/ in Peﬁnsylvania use dietrict-wide objectivee

that way,

FOl

|
4

+



A Table IV-3 . ‘ ' .

o

Digtrict~wide Reading Objectives: Availability and Use

: - . : — —
. Percant f Teachars Responding
. ; Percent of |
state . Net nxatlab}e B Teathars
deilsblp But -] 'Use'to | Usa to | Use for kesnoidi
. }aomot | plan datly | write | -ocher - sponding
use leasons tasts | purpoass '
Delaware . ' . : ) . o L
e . 1.7 11.8 46,2 6.7 | "18.4 15.1
New Jersay . ; L Ce PR R
I' , “-éla 80? <9.2 42.1 4.3 . .16.8‘ . 18.2 ,
| Penasylvania | - ' . - e .
TR He667 1,5 | 15.3 40.6 1.9 15,3 15.6

From Tables Iv-1, -4,|=5,'end =~b, thelreeder‘csg ses the trend toward
inCreasinb importance of certein gources of objectives. The 'most used
sbufce'for planuing daily lessons is the besel text's sat of objectives'

only in Pennsylvania did teachermmade obgectives play a larger part in

3

K ' dadly plannins. Procese-product research studies of the 19703 indicate

ks .

-*that Successful teachers are instrumental in selecting inatructionel objectives

snd painsteking in monitoring stu&ent progress toward those objectives.. In
" thie Surv ez, 62%, of the trinstate teachers usad selfmselected goals . |

for their daily_leSSOn plannins, but_only 3% of them used their own

¢

godls for Writing tests, The question of why theit own lists of objectives

' were not used for making tests 1is en interesting one, It seems“that the .
:teachers do not make reeding tests' they rely on commercial tests from the

I

basal text pub;ishers or from—teeting compeniee. (See Isble ‘IV=16 for

more information.)




Table IV-4

13

. . School=wide Reading Objectives: Availability'and Use

Percent of Teachers Responding-
. : . : Percent of
l State Not. Avatlable Teachers
" Available But Use to  Use to | Use for Re Nz:din
do Not | plan daily | write other . SP g
use lessons tests . | purposes
Delavare A ' '
Nw119 20,2 5.0 | 8.7 2.5 B.4 25,2
New Jersay . . -
Nedl3 9.7 5.8 _ 41,2 _ 2.7 16.0 , 1§[§
Pcnnn&lvaniq e . ’ ’
. Ne887 17.4, 8.0 ] 40,7 1.7 12,4 ‘19.§
4y 1

Table IV-5

-]

'Teaeher-developed_Reading Objectives: Availability and Use

\ , -~ | . Percent of Teachers Responding
Y\ . i - . - : Percent of
, Not Available )
\ Atate | Available i Te;;:ers
‘ ' " : But Use to .| Use to | Use for ' :
. 1. ' - . . do not planggaily wrice other Responding
, . use lesdons | tests purposes
Delavare . - 0 8
Nwll® 26,7 . ‘ 2.5ﬂ . _53.3 3.0 ;3.& . lrfj
. [ Naw: Jermay ' ' - Caeg ® "
. . Ne413 3.9 ‘ 1.2, . ?7.& 3.6 - 24.7 - 9.2
* | pannsylvania - ’ . , .
it 2.3 1.6 65.8 26 | 180 9.4
. . - )

What seems to be emerging from the process-product research, however, is
that teachers should keep a tight control on the objectives and on the

manner that progress toward those objectives is made. One Way to monitor

‘ that progress‘is by devising tests with the objéctives from one's daily -
. . _ o

-
w ?




lesson plans specifically in mind. Commercial tests (other than basal
tests) seldom fit an individual teacher’s set of "objectives; they test some
objectives that are not -in the curriculum and fail to.test some objectives

that are. The students' success in reaching teacher-made objectives is
not likely to be adequately monitored.by such a general type of’Eeﬁﬁing.
But, evidently, the teachers in this region do not use their own selection

‘6flébjectives for both plaﬁning daily instructional sessions and measuring-

progress,
|
Table IV-6
Basal Text Reading Objectives: Availability and Use
[N ‘
- Percent of Teachers Responding
. Peccent of
Srate Aval:cl,:ble Avallability Tedchers
. . NHoc
But Uss to Use to | Use for
, '{ do not | plan deily | wrice othec Reeponding
T , . . usa | . leasons tests puLpOBUS :
Delavéea - | I _ B
ol Nw1l9 ‘ 1.7 4.2 . 70.6 | 5.0 10.9 7.8
R : s ’ .
o] New Jersey ' ’ ' 0. .
ff7- N-413 t\oiz -, 5.3 61.0 2.? . 20!3 9.9
,--9enﬁcxlvania ) ' e . s
NHGEZ o 1.7 5.2 ‘ 65,1 373 16.9“ N ?.§

: . 3 P
"' 'Reporting gn their use of cbjectives in planning daily lessons, .-

R New Jersey and Delaware teachers of grades one, three, and four indicated
' this significantly more of the time than did gradehsix teachers, 1In

Pennsylﬁania ;heré waé no significant difference by grade lavel. (See

* . [

Table IV=7.)

v

i
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Table IV-7

W

Teacher-Made Readlng Objectives: Use in
* Making Daily Luesson Plans

Percent Teachers Reporting Use
’ 'Gradéi Delaware® [New Jerséy** Pennsylvaﬁia v
S ' (N=119) (N=413) (N=688)
1 57.6 59.8 | 70.4
‘ '. 3. 56,8 60,6 - 65.0
’ 4 ' 57.1 | - 59.8 " 65.3
6 38.1 50,0 61.8
0’ ,Sign%ficanbe *p <0.05 *% p <0,01 p >0.10

R

3

" The smaller use of specific objectives in thé gix:h‘grade may reflect the
greater complexity of the reading task at that ievel‘an& hence the greater
complexity of the insfructianél taaﬁa(McDonald %fElias, 19?63. ~Teachers
‘may, fbr;i;s;ance,Jdo'weékly or monthly planning ratﬁer than dailyIPIaniqg

! with speﬁific-objectives' (See Table IV-8.) However; éhe demand for

remedial readiﬁg ipatfﬁction in secondary schools would s;eﬁ to indicate

that many'studentslare &issins inst;uction'in skills which they neeg.

Pe;:hglpsl, .if: planning for daily reagling: instruction at the sixth g‘rade

level were tied more closely tq objectives, there would be less need for

remediation in secondary schools,

ot
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Téble V-8

Hasal Text Reading Obfectives:

Use in

Making Dally Lesson Plans

Percent Teachexs Reporting Use
Grade -
Delaware*| New Jersey*| Pennsylvania
(N=119) (N=413) (N=688)
1 75.8 65.4° 66.7
3 78.4 74.7 . 66.7
4 64.3 - 59.8 67.6
6 57.1 45.5 58.6
Significance | *p <0.05 *p <0.05 p >0:10

1

In the process-product research-referred to above, 1t.seem§ celear that .
direct instruction is-more successful thaﬁ indirect methods, espec;ally with
" students from low soeioceconomic levels (Brophy & EvertsolnIl 1974; Mcﬁonald

& Elias, 1976;_Rosens;;ne & Berliner, 1978). Part of the concept of

direct instruction is making the instructiohél.objectivgs of a lesson clear:
to the students. fhe Questionnaire asked responding teachers to in&icate-
their use of certain techniques of making objectives clear, and Table IV-Q
. reports some anSwers. These teachers were more likely to "giﬁe an example

of whét is to be learned" (92%) or to "state and explain the objectives"

(75%) than to "point out, the objectives in the reading materiale" (64%) or

to depend on "the printed mateviatls (Lo) make the objectivos ¢loir withod

my help" '(39%).
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” Table IV=9

Techniques Used to Make Students Aware
of Objectives of Reading Lesson - By Frequency of Use

Jou Percent of Teachers Responding .
Parcent of
’ Frequency - Teathers
Techniques Not
Alinost - Almost Raspondin
never Seldon Frnz::ntly alweys po g
use use usa
I point out the objectives in the '
reading material 10.5 11.1 7.7 26.6 14.1
I state and explain the objec:ives
to be learnad 6.0 ) 1018 36.6 as.0 8.7
1 glve an example of what is to be o ]
learned 1.5 2.0 31.? 59.8 4.8
The printad materials make tha : ' - , )
oblectives ¢laar without wmy halp | 1.5 2L.5 26.2 13.2 24.6

N=1220

It seems evident that they believe in actively engaging,khe students'
‘attention in reaching their instructiomal objectives by giving examples
and by stating them rather than by relying on the printed materials to

make'phem clear, and that practice appearg to be Lpheld by the findings

) b @

of process-product research.-

7

Therekis a’significan; grade level variation in the direbfneés of
presentation of objectives (Table IV-10), Only tﬁo—thirds as many first
grade as sixth grade teachers point oﬁt objectlves "fréquently“ or
almost always.” Thirteen-percent more sixth than first grade teachers
state and explain objectives. The one technique used by most teachers in

all grades is giving "an example of what 18 to be learned.” Relatively few
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‘Table Iv-10

Techniques Used to Make Students
Aware of Objectives of Reading Lesson -
By Grade Level

Percent of Teachers Responding

- —

“Frequéntly Use" or "Almost Always Use"

Tachniques
Grades**
3 3 ] 4 6"

N=326 N=316 . |- N=295 Ne=283
= . o - =
I point out the objectives in the 51.8 60.8 71.5 75.2
reading material " ! ' -
I stafe and explain the objectives 66.3 75.6 769 80.9
to*be learned . *
I give an example of what is to be | - g3 3 | g3 7 93.5 92.6
learned
The printed materials make the 3 . 38 5 42.1
objectives clear without my help r 8.7 39.0 '

**p <0,.01

" teachers believe that thﬁ'“printed macerials make the quectives clear"
<hout help. Alrhough there is a significant grade level variation in .
these last two, it relates to the choice of using the techniques
"frequently" as agains; "almost always"-rather than betweén using’the

tachniques or not using them. (See Appendix F, tables IV~10a to IV-10d

for more data about these choices.)
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Matching Students and Curriculum y

. After instructionpal objectives are selected and appropriate teaching
techniques. installed, the problem of efntering ‘the students into the

i

curriculum at levels of probable success remains. One must comsider the

pupils' initial abilities and knowledge and the requirements of curriculum

'Jéatérials- Continual monitoring procedure§ must be installed so that the .
students may progress as fast as they achleve mastery at each 1é§el.

", Alternstive teaching dpproaches must be available for those students
needing more opportunities than others. This section will address these °
toplecs' |

In terms of initial abilities, the teachers wa?e asked about home
languages spoken by th;ir students, about their socipeﬁonomic status (SES),
and about their reading achievement level in relation to their peers. The
teachere were gsked to estimate.the?pergéhtage of thei; reading class ﬁhi&h
spoke certain languagas a; home, Eecauge familiarity with thg_English:lanT

‘'guage 1s a readiness ﬁacﬁor in the 1earning_of students in Ameriéan ;chools.
The probléms of bilingual pupils are receiving a great deal of atteﬁtion

.' . & ’ .

'currentiy, with the reglization_that-students need to be fluent-in the-
language of instruction, Data iﬁ Tagle IV=-11 show that by far the‘large
majority of students in the tri-state area speak English at home and can
be expected to be fluent. Small amounts of other home languages,
particularly Spanish, exist and need speclal consideration in seme class-

+

rooms.

57



Table 1v-11 ' -

Home'Languages,Spoken

- W

, Percent of Teachers Responding %ercent of
. , Sﬁggg:aiz Proportisn of Class in Each Level :Te;szers
fone _ 1-10% | 11-30% | 31-60% | 61-100% |Responding
English ‘. 0.2 1.5 1.1 96.1 1.1 '
Spanish 9.7 5.9 1.2 1.2 82.1
Chinese - 3.0 | 0.5 0.1 0.0 96. 4 | )
Vietnamese | 2.4 | 0.1 0.0 0.0 | 975 /
Other T1.7 ] 1.6 0.2 0.2 96.3
N=1220

When the three states are coﬁpared, however, it 1s evident that there
is considerable variation in the degree of the problem from state to state,
and ﬁsgful educatiAnaI decisions, needs, and expectations will Be different
among the three states as 2 result of this distinctivaness. (See Table
1~12,) " Delaware and Pennsylvania teache%s indicata that virtgélly all of

_their reading clésses contain 91% or more studéqts speaking English as their
native language. There 1s no significant grade level distinction here.
in New Jerasy, less than three-quarters gf the teachers have'classés that

are 91% or more English-speaking (as a first language). Teaching & class
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where the students' home languages consist of four English, eight Spanish,
threé Portuguesq, and three Vietnamese is é different challenge entirely
than teaching a class with 91% English speaking ;tudents; the Curriculﬁm,
instructional methuds; evaluation, and expectations may all be appropriately
-diféerenc in the two classes. This 1s an instance where regional
statistics camouflage significant differences between states, differences

which will be more fully explored in the Survey reports for each individual

state, h ..

Table IV~12
Students Speaking English as Home Language
Percent of Teachers Responding:
91%-100% of Students Sreak English as liome Lauguage
Grade
Tri-sState { Delaware | New Jersey Pennsylvania
N=1206 =108 N=411 N=687
L1 _87.0 93.3 74.5 93.0
3 86.3 94,3 67.3 . 95.0 _ ’H___ﬁﬂﬂf»wff
4 87.2 100.0 70,1 __1—95.3
L _
6 86.8 95T 72.7 96.1
= — B
|_Totwl] 86.8 95.4 71.3° 94.8 .

In his description of the direct lustructional model, Good (1979)

differentiates among effective teaching techniques for students from
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different SES levels. without refereﬂée_to intelligence scoféé or othgr
seqi*isolable factors, Séé leveis have impliéations fo} the selection of
insfructionél methods; for cxample, in terms of questioning strategies
and individualizing teacher attention, as reported by Mediey (1977). He
~goes on to state that 1°V SES students learn more with queétiéns "sprung"

on them without advance warning; questions of a low level that have. a
highlcorrect—answ;r rate and with the teacher helping the student Eo find
the right answer if the first attempt brings failure. Low SES students
need more élose attention and more individualized or small group'work
than do high SES students.

On the other hand, one study has concluded:

test performance dependg on the number-of'iﬁstructional units

completed by a class, and is virtually independent of the

entry and background characteristics of the class (Calfee &
Drum, 1979, p. 179).

From. these research findings, one may conclude tha£ SES i8 a faﬁtor to be
_dealt with in planniﬁg'instruttion, but low SES pupils can be expected to
pass tests on maﬁgrial wﬁich they have covered in schoél as successfully

"as high SES students when they have .had adgﬁgaﬁe instruction.

. Most tri-state teachers have a mixed 8roup of SES levels to iqstrﬁct
(Tablg IV-13). More teachers estimated 1-20% of the class fell withiﬁ-
each SES 1evé1 than-any higher proportion. Féwer responses fell within
the 61-80% column than the other columns. More teachers selected middle
SES levels than either above or below, as shown by the lowest il

column rate. (Refer also to Chapter I, Table I-1.} What emerges
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from this as a truism of classroom reaching is that the teachers have to
deal effectively with a spread or SES tevels; if they are to diffeventiate
their teaching acéording to thé: fecommendations above they must be very

%kiilful indeed. One can hope that Enowledge of and sensitivity to

different SES student needs will enhance their skill.

Table TV-13

[

Socio-Economic Status {(SES) Levels in Reading Classroom

o

) Percent of Teachers RespondingI N

SES Levels Probortion of Class in Each Level
J“'E" 1-20¢ | 21407 | a1-601 | e1-sox | s1-100z |

Low . 47.9 | 19.8 9.8 3.9 | 3.2 82 -
Lou-Middle. | 26.4 | 24.9 | 19.9 | 9.6 | 6.0 5.9
Middle 2109 | 1.2 16.1 15.0 | 13.5 | 15.0 |
Upper-Middie | 54.9 | 18.5 91 | -40 | 2.8 | 3.5 | -
High = 1- 84.5 | 6.2 1.0 0.5 | 0.2 0.4

- N=1220

The pefﬁent‘bf teaqhers not responding is. 7.2 throughout the table.

*
.

 One more ‘initial variable_is ﬁhe reading achievement level for each
student. Lo order Lo mateh Lhe student Lo Uke curricul am materials, as
prescribed by Rosenshine and Berliner (1978), the teacher needs to know
the achievement level of the students and the reading requirements of the

materials, The teachers of the tri-state area indicate that their reading
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classes are heterogeneous rzther than h;mogeneous. A homogeneous clgss
would have from BlZ to 100Z ol the students reading at about the Hnﬁv
;chievement level; only 32%.0; the teache;s indicate that their classes
conform to that proportion: (See Chapter I, page 7 and Chapter IV, page’
74 for further discussion of this poinﬁ.) When asked. to check a hox on
a five-point écale, evaluating the way the materials meet the needs of
their students, 42% of the teachers chose the highest rank and 28% the
next highest, cleérly indicating satisfaction with the match between
student abilities and material levels.

- The bases for determining the students':reading achievement levéls
for assignment to reading'grouﬁs varied significantly by grade. Responses
made by teachers to the question of use of different means (Taﬁle [V?l&)
show that sixth grade teachers were most\}ikely to use the fésults from
standardized'achievement'tests and the first grade teachers to use the

resulté of rgadiness-tests. {This finding is so obvious and expected fhat

.one wonders what kind of readiness tests the 217 of sikth grade teachers

were thinking about as they responded positivély when asked about their
use of those test results.) Middle grade teachers were more likely to

use past teacher recommendations and criterion-referenced tests than either

first or sixth grade teachers. Upper grade teachers were more li&ely to

use reading specialist recommeﬁdations than were firstlgrade teachers; that
may be because reading specialist help is not evoked until children have
passed the first‘opporfunity to learn reading and are clearly falling behind
their peers, although data in Table VI-2, page 87, do not support the

supposition of a significant grade level difference. The use of the Informal

Reading Inventory (LRI) is nearly uniform across grade levels, at around 534Z.
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Considering the amount of time that administration of the IRI takes, one
wonders how frequently such teachers can make use of this form of evaluation
(although the us¢ of & group or a short-form IRI can reduce the time

requifed)u

v

" Pable TV-14

Basis for Original Assignment of Pupils to Reading Groups

Percent of Teachers
Using These Reaults

Taest
Results Grade Levels

1 3 4 6
Stg:giigiiid Achievement Test 31.3 &8.4- 53.21 67.1
o ey hn  Fosules 39.3 | s8.5] 57.6] s0.9
Informal Reading Inventory results 56.1 53,21 54.9] 53.4
Past Teacher recommendationsk* 46,6 ?2.8. 71.91 64,7
Reading -Specialist's recommendations*X 32.8 | 57.3).53.2 [ 51.2
Reading Readinesg Test resulrg** ] 70.2 27.2| 16.6| 20.8]
Other ** . 24,5 10.1 8.1 11.{
N=1220 . o
*%p <0,01, grade level differsnce )

Once the atudents are placed in the appropriate location in the
curriculum materials, it is essential that thcir progress be monitored so
that they may proceed at their own pace through the sequence of the N

curriculum. Also, because student learning galm is a measure of teacher

effectiveness, and student learning gain is measured by tests, it is.

f;f; 63
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essential that the chosen test reflect-curriculum objectives. One part

of the Questionnaire asked the teachers how often their class took which
standardized reading tests and another part asked what other means they
used to assess masteryi Appendix E contains dctailed information about

the Particula; standardized tests uséd and their populurity. The responses
to Lhe question of frequency of étaﬁdardized testing are shown in Table
LV-15. Generally, étandardized tests were administered once a year. In
some classrooms, twice-each-year tésting is the rule. Grade level .differ-

ences were statistically significant. Upper grades werc more likely than

first grade to be tested two times per year.

Table IV-15

Frequency of Use of Standdrdized Achievement Test

LI - "

-

. Percent of Teachers Respondiﬁé
Frequency . Grade** )
1 3| 4 ﬁ
Twice each year 15.6 | 26.6 22,0 31.1
Once each year 60.7.] 57.3 " 56.3 53.7
Alternate yea:is ’ 3.1 6:0 9.5 4.2 .
Pon't know 2.8 1.6 3.1 2.5
-Other 14.1 5.4 8.0" 5.7 -
N6~ Response ] 3.7 3.2 1.4 2.8
N=1220 | _
*%p <0.01 e ) '

1] il -
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‘Other methods of monitoring Stuﬂent progress are used, The teachers
were asked to indicate their use of a v?riety of methods, and the results
appear in Table IV~1Q. There seem to Le relatively few locally developed

o
tests, and criterion-feferenced tests are used by less than one-third of tﬁe
eteache;s. Third sfade teachers are more Iikély to use tests from the
basal than their own tests, relatigg to the other grades, and the use of
teacher's own judgment becomes less populég as the grade level increases

!
from firstc to sixth. '

Table Iv-16

Meaﬁs of Perlodic Assessment

Percent of TeacherseRepoFting Use
Means : nrade
— 1 3 4 6
Test”from Bagal®* ‘ 87.9 90.8 | 86.3 78.8 .
Comﬁercial‘Criéerion-refeianged test* . 28,2, 32.7 2L.9 30.7
Lacalig Developed test ' 13.5 1,7, . 9.5 S 13.1
Ovn Test#k PR S | 681 ) e0.6 | 685 | 717.4
Own Judgment . | : 79.6 | A7 68.5 | 66.4

N=1220 | S - _ el
*p <0.05, grade level difference ‘ :
*%p <0.01, grade level difference )

.
-
[

Reading groups in the tri~state area, in 1979, are reformed during

the school year by 90% of the teachers, a Ehangé from the low rate of
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. . . . i ) )
- .
. " /

regrouping reported by Austin and Morrison (1963). Tharé\\H/gxgrade level

(trend from a high of 9&% iH the firat grade to 90% in the third and 87% in

the Eourth and sixth grades (p <0 01). In referenca to the question of
what basis the teachers use for regroupipg deciéions most indicate that o

“rthey rely on their own judgment,_aithough significantly more first than

sixth grﬁda teachers @0 indicate, . ‘ ' “‘ o s

- ' ‘ p
Tabie IV=17"

Assessmant Means for Regrouping Students

. ‘ Percent of Taachers Rasponding
T 3!% Means : ' ‘ Grade
N - ’ 1 {3 & | 6
‘Oyn Judgmentw o 89.6 | B8l.3 | 76.9 | 76.0
Locally-developed Tests .. o 1.7 { 10.8 | 10.8 | 14.8
n Test that comes with Reading Materials*é 77.6 75.0 '] -64,1 58.3-
| Otﬁer'Commercrriiy Develppedﬁtest : 9.5 9.8 | 10.2 ‘|~ %2.?
Staff Consurﬁition** '.__ _ 29.4 . 36.7 - -3?.6‘ . 45.9
Reading Specialist Judgment  , ./ 42.3 50.0 48.8 | 43.8
" Nw1220 “ '

**p <0,01, grade level difference - o

-

'*. . The next.most pépular me ans is the tesr that accompanies the basal readers,

. which suggests that basal reading series have a determining influenca on the
e . .

i

"écopn, pacé, hnd-sequence of many'tri-state reading programs:J Sixth grade

r

” teachera tand to use more staff - conaultation than lower grades, and 42% to
oy e
, 50% of the teachers hava the help of a raading specialiet availabla to them

o as they make such decisions,




Rgsearchers have studied whaf levels of mastery teachers require of
gheir‘égudents. At least for high SES stﬁdents, a greater degree of
'mastery of new-andzold mgterial seems to corrélateQwith greater test score
ggins (Brophy & Evéftsoh; 1974). This mastery should be reached before

_ the pupils move on to succeeding skills or units. The tri-state teachers
"were asked about tﬁeir definitions of mastery performance. It is apparent
frqm this sample that most teachers in this area require attainment dﬁi
m;stefyllevel,-hut there is a significant grade level difference, witkfthe
high at first grade (71%) and a downward trend to 67% in-'i:he third gracfé .
and 59% in the fourth and sixth grades (p <o.61). A rel-aresentatli\'re" sample
of their definitioﬁs of "ﬁastery" is located in Appendix'G, .

When mastzry tests are‘gifen;.some students‘wiil Be'found to have

paséed and be ready for fhe next sét of learning gxperiences, hhd gpme will
« - be found to need corrective or remedial teaching.- Broph? and Eve;tson (1974)
_foun'dltha'lt SES pléys an :i;mportant partriln the determination of appropriate
ﬁl;'__pzethods féJr this: . "In many ways, this partif:ular set of measulre's typifies- |
one of the more important differences between low.ana high SES schoplé in
Ehg kindslof”teacher behaviorlassociéted.with”maximai student learning
. g;iné" (p. 32). 1In high SES schools, higher test score gains were assopiaged
with delaying a student's request for help, with encouraging the étudeqt
‘ without giving direct academic fegdbick, and with scolding for inability to

e

understand. In low SES schools, higher géins were made in classes where -
students were helpeﬂ by direct academic feedback which was given immediately
tuﬁon-request, rather than by scolding or encouragement, and feedbaék_which-

was giﬁen by the ;eécher rather than by another ﬁefson.
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The teacﬁers in this survey preferred the method of tutoring tﬁe
student personally over all ocﬁer remedial methods (Table IV-lB),Iwich a
éignificanc grade level trend from the high.of first grade to the low of
sixth. The next most populer one is to assign seatwork for skill develop-~
ment. Firgc'grede teachers also préféfred the method ﬁf referring the
child to anlaide éignificancly more than did the teachers of ocher,gradés;
it has been shoﬁn (Table TI~8) that instructional aides aré more available
for-feéding instruction to firet grade teachers than to sixth grade ce&éhers.
: Tuﬁoring by the student's peers is favored by about 15% of the teachers, |
,although-research has found a negéti@éncorrelagion.becween'chis'and achieve-

‘ment gains, at least in second and'chird grades (Brophy & Evertson, 1974),

Table IV=-18

Preferred Remediation Hechods

' Percent of Teachers Responding

Methods " Grade *
1 3 4 6
1 tutor the student myself.* “79.5 | 71.8 70.5 65.4
I quueéc professional help (e.g., {- :
from a reading specialist). 27.0 30.1 27.1 23.3
1 request help from an aide.¥* 22,1 | 11.1 9.2 9.6
1 arrange for peer tutoring. "l4.4 | 142 17,9 | - 14.9
1 assign homawork wiﬁh skill ‘ ' . '
 development materials.* - ' 21.8 | 13.9 ) 17.6 195
I assign seatwork with skill '
development materials,®* 39.6 49.0 SL.2 , 50.2
I assign independent reading. 4.6 6.3 7.1 10.8
N=1220 . ' S .
*p <0.05, grade level difference : , : ' ,
#p <0.01, grade level difference ' o s
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All teachers arelmore likely to assign corrective skills practice as
seatyork, to be doné at school, tﬁan as ?omework. Independent reading
 as a remediation metﬁod ié_no;,esPeciélly g?pqlar at any grade level.

The. préeceding section has hisppssed techniqugs of placing the-séudent
in the curriculum. Topics included entering student abilities and knowl-
edge, testing for assignment to groups, mouiﬁoring progress by various
me thods éﬁd regrouping agﬂnéeded, the use and definition of thé concept )
~of mastery learning, and methods for correctiye or remédial teaching to

students identified as having a learning deficit. The next topic in this

chapter on Structure and Placement concerns sequencing and pacing.

Sequenﬁiug and Pacing

The variablés in Sequ;ncing and Pacing refer to the organization of
éurriculum materials iﬁto cle;r, sequential steps, the‘épecification of
the person responsible for decisions about séquencing, Mpresence of self-
pacing” (Cooley & Leinhardt, 1975, p. 1?), and ‘the spread Qf learning
abilities within the instructional group. -Theée variables will be con-
gidered in the-féllowing paragraphs. |

.No specific evalﬁatioq wgstoﬁe of how clearly the steps of instruc-
tion are sequenéed; Nevertheless, 76%Z of the teachers.reporé that the

basal reading series they are using for instruction is also used in the

grade below theirs, and 727 report the same of the grade above, Referring

) Jeny
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back to Table IV=~16 will remind us that the most freS3gg;ly#ﬁggaiaaz;::;:ﬂ#ﬂﬂf’

‘periodic aséessment of student progress are the tests that gﬁ with baeal
texté; Assumihg that the‘téachers wish their students to score highly
on tests, an inference can be made that the instructional sequence is

- determined by the organization of the basal readers and, therefof;, by .

‘ their publishers. It behooves the people in charge of making text selec-
tions to as&ertain that tﬁe scope and sequence of their chosen basal
reading text suits théir objectives, becauselthe bas#l apparently dictates
the.ipstructionﬁl sequence. |

. The teachera wera asked about their responsibility for iﬁstructional
decisions. Approximately 257 of them do not take part in Selecting basic
instructional materialsﬂf?able IV-19); On pagejgz ic Qas indicated that
70% of the téachers thoyght.ﬁhat-their instructional matérials'were
appropfiate_for their students; the. 25% above who had little part in the
selectionlof materials may be among choselwhq did not think highly of the

- sultability of materials. Certainly Auséin and Mor?ison (1963) nade a
similar iﬁference- .However, when asked Specificqlly'about'their role in
Idete?mininglgoals and objectivés for. reading indéfuction, 122 of them
believe that they are 8Sole decision makers, and 54% have a share in the

" deeision-making proce-ss. This geems to be in opposition té:; the effect’
‘that the.scdpe and sequence of the basal series have been agsumed to have
on selection of soa]:s.and objectives.’ Tt may be true that the teachers

'use a basal series and its tests to a major‘degrge in their instruction

* and yet- insert enouéh of their own adaptation zo that théy feal that they

i




are in control of the way the basal objectives are realized, The other

possibility, that they are mot aware of the determining effect of following

‘a basal series and its tests, seems at least as likely.

The teachers feel 8reater.power in the selection of supplemantary

materials than in the choice of the basic instructional materials. The

selection of Supplemeﬁfary materials is closely allied gi:h the cholce of

instructional techniques, where the,teachers feel they have the most

deciéion-making power. The use of one teaching techniqpé:

-

T

,0r another is

very much an expression of personality, and quite often teachers make

'Teachars' Role in Decisionwﬂaking‘

Table IVv-19

Percent of Teachers Rasponding . --|”

ptudanta’ prograss in reading .

30.8

52.9

INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS oote _j::f;;ﬁ__.-.-—"y‘°‘::“?5; 1 en
waker.— ~"making requastad | involved
s ::i:ﬁ::;‘g*::"ﬁ::::;:i" instructional 27.7 z.‘i..z.' 17'._7 10.2
2::.::::::: goalsland objectives 12.3 53.9 | 18.5 15.3
2;:0:::::::;1:::;:::10n.1 :achniqueg 51.8 3.9 8.1 6.2
e e el e
Determining methods for asaassing 8.2 8.2--.

#p <0,05, grade leval differance
#hp <0.01, grade level diffarence



their own materials, or use adaptations of supplementary materials, to
enhance their Bpecihl style. Another major area of teacher responsibilitcy
is in deciding how to assess student achievement for initial placement and

for progress through the curriculum. {Refer to Matching Student and

Curiiculum, page 57, for discussion.)

T Certain aspects of the decision-making role vary significantly by

grade level. Table IV-20 indicates that first and sixth grade teachers

. . : o
"have a larger senge of responsibility for selecting.the baeig,matefials

——

of instruction than do third and fourth grade ‘teachers. Sixth grade

teachers lead the rest in-their role of selecting supplementary materials,-

T =

but first™ grade teachers have the strongest sense of selecting the

- " method that determines the placement of students into the currieulum.
‘Table IV-20
f .
' Teachers' Role in Decision Making: <¢rade Level Analysis
Percent of Teachars Reportinmg -
Sole Responsibilicy or Sharing
- of Responsibilicy . Number
INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS Responding
Grada» i
. 1 1 4 B
Seleccing basic instructional ‘ ’
materials in reading* 53'5,0 47.3 45.6 60.6 1165
Selacting supplemencary inscructional : “
zaterials in reading®* . . 72.3 65.5 73.0 78.3 116}
Deternining mathods for plccing . | [ .
students in reading®* - . 84.7 | 74.2 ?6.? . 73,9 1170
#*p €0.05, grade level difference
*%p <0.0L, grade leval difference " . d
(‘v 4
f. v
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These findings seem to verify what is aiready Undersﬁood about reading
iﬁétiﬁétion, that teacher judgment plays a larger role.in evaluating

student-entry level in first grade”than it does in later grades, and

—

ﬁifiifgzgggfgeﬁfﬁg?é teach many aspects of reading, e.g., content materials, )

,af*”bhich require supplements to the basal text. In addition, the range of

“ Lachieveﬁent widens as the students go thrdﬁgﬁithe gradeé, so the sixth
g;ade-tea;heﬁ may have more need fbr‘SupﬁléﬁéntafyvmatErials than the
first grade teacher. ’ o -
Aﬁqtﬁe;téspect éf the consﬁruét of Sequenc;pg and Pacing variables in
" the Coolgy—ieinhafdt-modei is student self-pacing as a means‘df_iﬁdivi—
I;dualiz g instruction. Thé particﬁlar queStiﬁﬁ asked in the Quéstionnaire
. about this could also bé defined as student self-management, and, as such,
was discussed in Chapter I‘[I; pages I39 to 42. _Brophy a-nd Evertson (1974)
fouﬁd indications ti;at‘StUdIEIthS_ wet_'é.able to -manaéel their .own learning
en?ironment ﬁetter at later gfédes than at the early grades, where f;qol X
skilis"~(p; ?2) ;end themseives to direct imstruction. It is indicated in}
taﬁ}es of graﬁé level diffefencés.(Appe;dix F; Tables 111;8 érd) that the
tri—st;te'teéchefs'dp ﬁot'follow tﬁe pattern gf less freedom in lower gpades.
Fi?s; grade’teachers ﬁefe mp;e likely to permit éhéir students to choose
their instructional activitiés.mére'than Fwicg.a'wéek (34%) ﬁhan werg sixth
'gréde teachers (11%), ‘and the grades divided si;ilarly on students chooéin;.
their own'mater;als,(isz to 11%). First gfade teachers‘stafed that thgy
aliowed-their sg;dent$ to selgc;_ﬁﬁeir seats "five of more times per week“:
(37%), whilelthg percent drbpped off thréugh the other grades to 247 iﬁ

sixth grade. Because there is no accompanying test score data’for these

’;%;"
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classes, it is not possible to evdluate the results of this deviation I'ron
theldiregtion suggested bf Bropﬁy and Evertson's atudy.
A consideration to be rememberaed when planning the sequencing &and

pacing sf 1nstruction for any groupﬂls—themrd//é of abilities within that -

i T
A g by T LTI SEESTE

group. Reaearch appears to show that low and middle achieving students
'make more gain when in classes of relatively more high-~achieving students,
_at.least in the fqurth grade'(gean, et al.,-197?) In additian, it haa
'‘been found that elamentéry schooi students who are about one grade level
Ebehind thelr class in reading benefit more than other students fram
additional amounts of specifically teacher-directed 1nstruction (Rie~tinn.
1978), )

Data in Table IV-21 show the range of achiévement levels in tri-atate
area reading clasues, for which ;eacﬁers-must-pIEﬁTE“Very-}ew of:them '
are truly homogeneoVs (81% to 100%) except the 22% on grade level, Where
extremes exist, "more than éne'year below'" and “moreltﬁan one year aﬁove."
the groﬁo;t}qn of them in any’class ig likely to be bgtween(l% and 20% of

‘the students, leavinglét least 80% of the students achieving_closer ko

the grade level norm. Students that deviate one year above or below the

L
4

norm are 1ikeiy to constitute No more than 40% of theif reading class.
. More teachera believe-theifcstudents read below grade level than ‘above.

Over 90% of the teachers indicate that up to 20% of their reading class

74




Table IV-21

Readips Achievement Levels in Reading Classes

- 1
Percent of Teachers Respouding

Reading Achievement Levels ’ Proportion of Class in Each Level

| oz | 1-202 | 21-40% | 41-60x | 61-80% | 81-100%
Hore Than One Year Below - .

Grade Level - 46,4 | 22.4 7.3 3.0 | .17 3.7
One Year, Below Grade Level | z1.7 | 29.5 | 20.3 5.9 | 3.4 | 36
on Grade Level ‘2.1 70§ 91 | 19.8 | 16.8 | 21.8 .
One Yaar Above Grade Level 32.1 | 27.5 16.1 4.6 2.1 1.9
Mora Than One Year Above - . "

1 Grade Level 55.9 | 18.8 6.6 2.1 0.5 | 0.6

£ N=1220
1 .
The patrcent of teachara not responding ie 15.6 throughouc.

- : | o
reads above or below grade level. From this, the inference can be made

thgt gome degree of heterogeneity must be dealt with by almost every
tri~state elementary teacher of reading, and techniques such és grouping
become very important for helping the teacher place each student‘intq the ..

‘appropriate place in curriculum materials.
’ @

Grouping

il

Auatin and_Morriaon‘(1963) found that; nationally, an average fourth
grade'r;adiﬁg class contained about thirty étudents. The findings of ;‘._;
‘this survey are different, Reading class sizé in the tri-state area | _
rang;a erm 2 to 38 atudents,_with oﬁe excébtion'of a team—téashing’ o

system that had 99 students as a reading “group," The median size of a
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reéding claés‘ig 22 students, and 76% of the teachers report that‘their
median n;mber of absentees 1s two-or~less students per ciass session,
which indicat;slthat'they teach approximately 20 students on an aVeragel
da?.- Theré are, however, grade,level'and state veriations from this
medién. Tab;e 1v-22 shows how the size of the class grows Sigﬂificaﬂtlf

larger as the grade lavel goes up, 1In addition, it can be seen that the

different states vary among themselves. -

Table 1 v-22

Average Reading Class Size . .
. L] ! b ..

Grade** .
Btate —
1 ) 4 6 | Maan
Delaware - -21'3'.23'5 26,6 | 26.4 23.8

New Jersey -| 20.5; 19.3 | 21.3 | 21.0§ 20.5

Pennsylvaniaj 21.0 21.3 h22.§ 25.6 |.22.5

Nw1220

*kp <0.01
Research on groﬁpiug étudents for instructiog indicates thaﬁ-small-
or large-group instructlon correlates positively with achievement gains,
whereas instruction with one ot two students has a negatiVe correlation
with class test score gains (Rosensh1ne & Berliner, 19?8) At the

same time, the effective teacher monitors 1nd1vidua1 student needs while

. empleoying group instruction and attends to those needs later Lnma -~

tt
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Table IV-21

Reading Achievement Levels in Reading Classes

'l -
Parcent of Teachers Responding ‘
Reading Achlevement Lavels . Proportidn of Class in Each Lewvel
A 0X | 1=20% | 21-40% | 41-60% | 61-80% | 81~100% .
More Than One Year Below )

Gradl Id.v.l 46-4 2|204 703 3-0 107 307
One Y.III' Below Gtade Lavel 2L, 7 29.5 20,3 5.9 3.4 , 3.6 -
On Grads L‘v.l ' 1.1 7.0 8.1 19.8 _16-8 2108
One Yasr. Above Grade Level 32,1 | 27.5 16,1 . 4.6 2,1, 1.9
More Than Ons Year abova '

Gpadn Leval ) 55.9 | 18,8 6.6 2,1 9,5 0.6
N=1220 '

lThe pardtn: of ‘teachers not responding le 15.6 througheut,

El

reads abové or below grade lewvel., From this, the inference can be maéef
‘that some degree of heterogeneity must be dealt with by almost every
tri-state elementafy teacher of reading, and techniques such as grouping

become ﬁery.important for helping the teacher place each student into the

appropriate place in curritulum materials.
‘.. . . - - .

Grouging ' : . .

Austin and Morrison (1963) fpund that, nationaily, an average fourth
grad; reading class ;ontained apouﬁ thirty studgnts.- The findings of-
this ;urﬁey are different, Reading class size inithe tri~state area
‘ranges from 2 to 38 students? with one exception of 4 team—teaching

"gystem that had 99 students as. a reading "group." The median size of a

75
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readfﬁg cléss 1§*22‘st;dents,‘and 76% of the'teachers repoft that their’
.median number of absentees 18 tqo-or;iess étuden;s per class sgssion,
which 1nd1caté§ tﬁac they teach apprﬁximately 20 qtudenté on an average
day. jThére are, however, grade level and state variations from-this
- median. Tabie IV-22 shows how the size'of the ¢lass gréws'éignificantly
larger as the grade level goes up:. In éddition, it can.be'seen that®the

different states vary among themselves.

Table IV-22 —

_ Average Reading Class Size
State Grade**

) 1 3 1 4 | 6 Mean
Delaware | 21.8| 23.5 | 24.6 | 26.4 | 23.8
New Jersey | 20.5| 19.3 | '21.3 ] 21.0 { 20.5
Pennsylvaniaj 21.0] 21.3 | 22.5 25.6 | 22.5

N=1220
**E <0.01 -.

Research on grouping students for instruction indicates that small-
or large-group instruction correlates positively with achievement gains,
whereas instruction with one or two students has a negative correlation

with class test score gains (Rosenshine & Berliner; 1978). At the -
A (IR

same time, the effective teacher monitors 1ndividualfstudent needs while

employing group instruction and attends to those needs later in a

+

sy
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"y o

-

one~ or two-pupll grouping arrangement (Brophy, et al}, 19?4;-ann, et al.,
19793 Stallings, et al., 1974), ensuring that individual needs do not geﬁ
loat in the larger groups.” It is,becoming,abparent that teacher effective-

neas 15 enhanced when only a limited number of d%fferent actig&ties.is

2

taking place in the Elassroom concurrently, probably because of the greétqr,

chance of adeaquate monitoring of student engagement in learning. L@

o

Some of the patterns of grouping for reading imstruction nrpular in 'p‘
the tri-state area appear in Table IV-23, With a range of class size Ffrom

2 to, 38 pupils, it is not ﬁurprising that the patterns varied. Very.few
* i . ﬁ: -
~ teachers divide their teaching time equally into four different grouping

o
L]

‘types (2%) In termé of grouping dgcisi&hs, independent work (25%) and

\ medium-sizedIéfoupa;(ZB%) are. favored over whole class (18%) 'and_ small-

group work (19%). Considering a median class size of 22, this seems to
H " : ,
fit the pattern found by Austin and Horrisen {1963) -of threc rgadidg groups”

and independent seéatwork as a nationwide commonplace for reading instruction.
One-third of the teachers spend "almost all" of their ihstructioqai‘lime :

uaing only one form of grouping; almost 407 prefer tb-spend-half of-thg .

. &

class time in one grouping Arrangement and the rest of the class time in

other arrangements. (Regrouping practices were discussed on pages 63 and

-

64 in connection with the, use of monitoring procedures.)
. - . ) P

The "Other" of Table IV-23 represents responses that added yp to '
- ' o . . '

N leaa }han or more than & whole (e.g., 3/4 time in whole group and 1/2'timé

in independent work); the decision was made that interpreting ghese data

would be difficulc and the,results unreliable.




Table Iv-23

Grouping of Students for Reading Imstruction

Percent of Teachers Responding
Approximate Portion of
GROUPIRGS Time per Reading Perioed
About, | About | Almost
Whole class (more than
Medium size sfoups
(8415 studente) 1.9 | 3.5 7.8
Small groups .
(3=7 students) 37 31 10.5
Individuals working
independently 14.3 2.8 8.1
Divided equelly 4 ways ) : 2.0
Other 24.9
Nal220

IPhere is & small overlap among half-time 8roupings, €.8., i
a teacher may use 1/2 of the reading period with small

groups and 1/2 with whole class instruction; that teacher
will be counted in both rows, under "Abaut 1/2."

A recommendation, from research, that could be made on the basis of
L -

b
-,

" the findings in Tablé Iv-23 is qhat those teachers spending half of their
time or ;;re in independent work &nd small group work consider invest;hg
Ilaéger aﬁbunts of time in larger groupings 1if Ehey wish to increase
student ga}QS on achievement test scores (Good, 1979).

| Grade ie'el patterns (Tabie.IV—Zé)_shOw that the most popular
arrangement fo flrst grade teachers was small group and then independent

work; for third \grade, medium—sizgd groups and then independent work; for

u



fourth Brade, independent and then medium-sized groups; and, for sixth
grade, independent work and then whole ¢lass.

The first and third grade teachers plan small or medium-sized groups
as their firar choice; for second choilce they have their students work
independently. In contrast, the fourth and sixth grade teachers make
greatest use of independent working time and then use medium or large
groups for the rest of their instructional time. These patterns may
exemplify the intreasing spread of abilities and needs in students as
they progress through school and ctheir teachers' recognition of that
divergence by reliance on independent ssatwork. In addition, recognition
of the students' increasing ability to manage their own time and behavior
seems implicit, both in the greater use of independent work and in the
ever~larger grquping arrangements for instruction of s:udenﬁs. as they
mature. (For AOre detailed tables on grade level differences, see

Appendix F, Tables IV-23a to IV=23d.)

Table IV--24

Grouping of Students for Reading
Instruction: First and Second Choices, By Grade Level

Grade

Groupings
First Third { Fourth | Sixth

Whole class ‘ s
(more than 15 students) :
Medium size groups ' 1 p
(8-15 students)

Small Broups 1
(3=7 students)

i | Individuals working 2 ) _f 1 1
independently "




This chapter on Structure and Placement has discussed Instructional
Objectives: thelr specificity, avallability, and presentation to students;
aspects of matching the students to appropriate levels of the curriculum -
their initial abilities, teacher satisfaction with the manner in which the
major gurriculum resources Eiclthe needs of the students, basis of
assigning students to groups at the beginning of the year, provisions for
monitoring student progress toward mastery, definition and assessment of
mastery, and remediation arrangements; Sequencing and Pacing - che.clarity
with which they are spelled out, who decides them, the possibility of student
seli~pacing and the range of learning rates ﬁo be accommodated in the
classroom; and Grouping - the size of the class and attendance, the size
of reading groups, the amount of time that different grouping patterns
are maintained, and the frequency of changing students’ group as;ignments

in relatlon to their changing needs.
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V. Instructional Events

The construct named Instructional Events encompasses all variables
that bring together the lezarner and feedback: processes, activities, and
devices which cause learners to proceed toward learning objectives with
effectiveness end efficiency (Cooley & Leinhardt, 1975). These variables
are consldered either interpersonal or curricular, and they relate to the
frequency of ot the degree to which the varisbles happen. They are most
frequently assesseq by direct observation or observation of videotapes of
classroom action. This reading survey did not employ cither video or
observational assessment techniques, and, as a result, the amount of
information gathered under this construet 1s limited.

It ia possible to infer certain aspects of management iaformation
from some of the questions, however. Management statements are considered
to be interpersonal and are evaluated as to their "eontent, affect, and
clarity" (Cooley, et al,, 1975, p. 18), They concern goth practical
méttars. like oral directions for obtaining papér to write on, and cognitive
exchanges like the pursuit of a line of questioning to deepen a student's
inferential comprehension ;f a reading passage.

In terms of practical management statements, the teachers wvere asked-
how much of their reading class time was lost to interruptions, to non~-
academic dirfctions, and to discié;ine. In Chapter 11 there is an extensive
discussion of the time lost to these activities, and the details reported
by the teachers are shown in Table II=7., It was noted that, during a

normal week, the average tri=state teacher loses over one hour of reading

.i . 81
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clags time in attending to managemeant problems, and that teachers at the
third quartile (75th percentile) lose more than two hours per week of
readiﬁg class time. The reader is refarred to Chapter [, page 20, for
more information on this. issue.

Cognitive management statements are rhose which directly engage the
students in reaching an instructlonal goal. Une aspect of this process
lies in making ;nstructional objectives clear to the students. Teacher
responses to questions of this type are discussed at length in Chapter IV,
beginning on page 54. These responses are displayed in Tables IV=9 and
1V-10, showing that the tri-state tesachers are more likely to "give an
example of what is to be learned" than to "point out the objactives" or
Ystate and explain the objectives." One of the tenets of direct ingtr;ction’
18 that "goals are clear to students" (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978, p. 7),
and, at least in terms of learning basic skills, direct teaching of
instructional objectives appears to be more successful than indirect
teaching, This is especially true with younger children (Brophy & Evertson,
1974). 1n contrast to that, the tri-state children are less likely to
receive direct statements of learning goals in first grade than they are
in-iixth (Table IV=10). In addition, Durkin (1979) found that teachars
are more likely to be "mentioners" (p., 523) of an instructional goal, after

which they assign seatwork to practice what~was mentioned, than they'are to

-
ta

teach a lesson to the point where the students have & Eﬁg}ﬁugh gastery of
i1t. It seems possible that an emphasis on more direzt statements of té;éﬁihgu”,li
objectives would be valuasble in the tri-state classrooms, particularly in

the lower grades:
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This chapter has briefly discussed Instructional Events in terms of
management statements, both practical and cognitive. In each case
relevant regearch was cited and reference to other parts of this Survey
was made for fuller coverage of the available data, since the data were

discussed under different constructs of the Cooley-Leinliardt model.




Vi. Additional Factors

Certain of the questions on the Survey instrument that are related
to reading instruction did mot seem to fit naturally into any of the
Cooley=Leinhardt constructs. These include: demands on teacher—time in
the sense of subjects other than reading taught by these teachers; the
background of the teachers, in the semse of the languages Fhey speak and
how that relates to home languages spoken by the students; and help from
the reading specialist (not including a remedial reading teacher), e.g.,
its availabilicy, frequency, and type.

One of the variables that would modify the amount of time that
téécﬁéfé_éaanpend pfeparing themselves for reading instructionm is the
number of other subjects that they are required to teach. A look at
Table VI-1 makes clear the immense task that we place on first grade
teachers who are required to teach many subjects in addition to their
primary = reading - responsibility. As content and teaching methodologies
become more specific to subject area, with higher grade levels, teachers
are legs often required to teach everything. In the sixth grade, 117 of
the teachers teach no subjects besides reading; one may assume that these
are roughly tﬁe same people as the 11.3% who do not know ﬁhether their
students receive reading instruction in content areas other than during
reading class time (Chapter 1I, Table II-12)., The debate about
advantages and disadvantages of’subject specialization in ;he elementary
grades ‘and its attendant team-teaching structure is still a lively one and

cannot be settled here.

&9
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Table VI-~1

Reading Teachers Responsible for Instruction in Other Subjects

Percent of Teachers Responding
Content Area
Grade®*
None
Language Arts Social Studies Mathematics Sclence Besldes
Reading
1 96,3 3.3 96.6 89.3 0.6
3 84,9 , 91,1 25.6 87,0 " 0.9
4 -3 -91.9 : 84.7 84.4 - 77.3 1.7
6 7?|7 60]1 N 53|3 SDOS . 1l|0
N=1220
**p <0.01

There are many aspects of teacher background that might have been
investigated. For this Survey, only their fluency in various languages
was assesged. It 48 interesting tha; 5% of the teachers speak Spanish,
0;2% épeaﬁ Chinese, and.6% "other." In cﬁapter IV, the home language of

the students was examined as 3 part of their entering skills end hbilities.
It is shown 1in Table IV-11 that about 18% of the teachers have Spanish
gpeaking students In their reading classes. Nearly 47 have students who

speak Chinese as a home language, about 2.5% Vietnamese, and nearly 4%,

]
o
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again, speak other languages. Examples of the wide range of the "others"
include Hindu, Greek, Arabic, Kovean, and Ph’lippine (as veported from
one classroom).

A large proportion of the teachers reporting foreign~language students
in rheir reading classes come From one state, and a large petrcent of those
students speak Spanish. Tt yas decided to analyze the data from that state
to learn how well teachers who speak Spanish were matched with students
who speak Spanish. Of a1} the teacgers report;ﬁg from the state, 387 (156)
have students in tﬁeir classrooms who speak Spanish as a home language,

Other statistics about these 156 reading classes follow:

“Total number Of StUdBNES .. ueeieaiueoerarorssrsrssarrnranroreeosasl, 504
Numbetr of students speaking Spanish as a home language...eseceess 685
Percent of students gpeaking Spanishe.eeeeesrereoranecssnernssesel®s5%
Number of these 156 teachers speaking épaﬁish.........,........:. 6
Percent of these teachers speaking Spanish.i.eieeeiioseeeeronnoss 3+8Y
Numbetr of classes that have over 50% Spanish-speaking students,.. 16

Numbet of Spanish-speaking teachers in these 16 classeSiieeraanas 2

Although there are many unknown factors in the combinations that make for
ﬁﬁrﬂqeffeetivenesé in a teacher, it seems likely that t;ainiﬁg in the home
~ language of the students might be one factor that is too impb?tant to be
overlooked. _
A type of aid that may be available to reading teachers inside or
: outside the classroom is the réading specialist or reading supervisor.

Three questiohs investigated the avatilability and frequency of such aid

and the kind of help that might be offered. Close to 40% of the teachers
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have a reading specialist assigned to their schoel building (Table Vi-2),
Lut 47% have either none at all or only part of one who serves the entire

school district. There is no significant difference by grade level;

apparently such help is available either to all elementary school teachers

or to none.

Table VI=-2

Reading Specialist Help - Availability

Parcent
Availability’ e
Responding
One who serves the entire school district. . 23.6
. One who serves several schoeols in the district. 16.1
One who serve; only my school, _ 38.3 7]
- _bther _ 5.2
None of the above is available. - 23.8

N=1220

1
Grade level difference n.s.

2The sum of these percents exceeds 100% because teachers
could mark move than one source "of help.

In Table VI-3 there is evidence that 25% of the teachers receive
specialist aid at least once each week. Data in Table VI-4 show that 50%
3 .

of _the teachers received aid through conferring about student reading

problems and 50% receive special inst*uctional resources., The next most

875}22




Table Vi-3

Reading Specialist Help - Frequency

Frequency; Percent of Teachers
Almost every day 12.1
About once a week 12.7
About onte a wmonth B.1
About once a grading perioed .1
About once a seme3ater 4.7
About once a Year 3.7
Other 19.13
Hever B.0
o Response 2B.4
Na1220
\‘-. . l

Grade level difference n.s.

Table vi-4

Reading Specialist Help - Type of Aid

Percent of Teachers
- Type of Ald . ResPOndlns‘ Re;:::dins

Diagnosing individual reading problems 52,2 * 53,8
Teaching students who have reading problems 30.5 68.5
Administering tests or inventoiies 39.8 60.1
Conferring with you about student reading problems 50.2 49.7
Providing y&u with 1&3:ruc:10nal resources 50.2 49.8 .
lielping you improve youf classroom 1ns£ruc:10n 19.7 BO. 3
Providing workshops for 1nser§1ce training 21.4 18.6
Demonstrating instructional techniéues - 14.9 B5.1
Other ' 2.9 97.1
¥-1220

aid.
£ 88
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The sum exceeds l00% because teachers could indicate more than one type of




frequently delivered types of help are individual diagnosis of reading
problems and, probably concurrently, the administration of wvarious kinds
of reading tests. NequQ one-third receive feaching help for disabled
jreadersl and about one-fifth benefit from inservice workshdps run by
reading specialists.

- This chapter has examined Additional Factors, variables which affec£
teaching success but do not fit naturally within the Cooley-Leinhardt

model of analysis. Among the variables considered were the responsibilities
téachers have.for teaching subjects other than reading; the background that
teachérs‘bring_t0~th81r job, in this case fluency in languages; and

professional help by reading specialists or éupervisors. concerning its

availability, frequency, énd type.
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VIT. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this report was to present an analysis of descriptive

data on reading instructional pract%ces gathered from questionnaires sent
é - -

,to over 3,000 teachers 'in grades one, three, four, and six .in Delaware,
New Jersey, aanPennsylvania. The actual number of teachers who returned
usable (uestibnnaires was 1,220, evenly éistributed across grgde levels
and reprééenting 26,535 students. The questions were selected and the |
report organized under the Cooley-ﬁhinhardt (1975)/Cooley-Lohnes (1976)

model of evaluating instructional processeé. Recent process-prodgct_;

research was referred to for the purpose of fdnuiﬂg a background for

8

- evaluating the data reported here. Individuai state‘d;taqanélyses'Qill
be made available to the appropriate state department; of education.
Recent research on the students' Oéﬁortuﬂity to Learn shows that the
amount of time spent in 1nstrué£ional activities “related pqsitively :
to student-échievement gain. Tyo aspects of "time" stané out in Fhis '
report. .One'islthelgmount of time that the teachers have to relate
individually to the‘seudents. This 1s at least partially decided by clgss
size. It was shown that class s{zé @éd;a;s varied by gréde lével an? by.
state but yithin a rather na;row margin. _The point that needs emphasi;
is the aisparity of class size shown by the‘rangézh’f¥om a low of 2 tg a
high of 38.. It was pointed out that rgéent research studies indicate a
clear learning advantage for classes under éO.over those above BQ {(e.g.,

S - s

) Glass, et al., 1978). The students in the larger classes are working
. . - — .

under a disadvantage in comparison to those in smaller_classes. Inf
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addition, the difference in time lost to managerial activities is twice

as much in some reading classes (2 hours each week) as in other reading

classes; when calculatgd in connection with the meqian amount of timev
o allocated to reading (1 hour per day in grades 1, 3,-and 4; 50 minutes in
grade 6), it seems probable that some classes suffer a sefious loss of
instructional time as the teachers deal wiEh management problems.
ﬁnother a;pect of the Opportunity to Ledrn construct 1is the overlap
between éurriculum taught and the content of the tests used to eﬁaluate
the success of that teaching.; More than 87% of the tri-state teacherg
use a basal reader as = major resource for'their reading insgrucfional
mgpefi&?,legnecially in rural areas. They tend to see the materials ;s.
attractive to the students, current, accurate, adequate in coverage, and
useful for tie ability range of thg.étudénts. However; less than 70% of
them.use tke basal text objectives for planning daily lessons. In terms
of éesting, the teachers afe more likely to use éheir o%ﬁbjudgment for,
regrouping the students than they are to use tests that abcompany thé
. basal, but when it comes time to make a "period§c aséessment," 86% use the
‘pasal tests. | -

What seems to emerge from these statistics is that mary teachers,
haﬁing selected the basal asﬁtheir major instructional resource, do relate
the basal objectives t6 theilr dail; teaching plans'and do use the‘baSal
teéts as the basis for regrouping and also for r;gular_assessment of

- student progress. But there is a significant proportion of teachers who

apparently do not see the value of planning wigh the basal objectives

L
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directly in ffont of them and then using the tests that are designed to

go with them. The thrust of procesg-product research is that instruc&ional
objectives should be eslear and should be followed, and the tests should be
designed to assess progress on those objectives. There seems toO be a need
for some teachers to increase Eheir own comprehension of this web of

ralationships iforder that student learning may be improved in the tri-state

area.

. Under a second construct of the Cooley-Leinhardt model, Motivators,

the variety of instructional activities was analyzef?mfReports of research
in aspects of language acquifition are bringing to our awareness the
complexity of its nature. There is no simple route to the attainment of
language facility. InStrucEion in language-use needs to be made through
many modes and methods. Therefore, the few m&nutes per waek allotted to
oral-reading-by-students and to teacher-reading-to-students needs exami:'
nation. Some students are receiﬁing one minute each week, some 90 miﬁutes;
time allocated for both expression and input seems to show considerable .
variation. yhile nof all type; of student or teachar oral reading are
‘instructional, there are enough typeg that are beneficial to cause tri-state
educators to analyze ghe time allocations prevaiiing in their lecalities.

It 18 easy to forget that pook language is different from the child:s
natural language, heard and spoken with the fgmily and in the schoolyaré.
The task of learning to read, then, requires an adaptation to a somewhat
unfamiliar tongue. " This task can be eased by a good program of oral reading,
which provides practice in learning book language at the initial st;ge of
1;nguage-learning: listening. |

-~
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The spread qf the time allot&ents for the other language arts
(English, spell;ng, and penmanship) suggests that some children are
receiving far less time in language development than others. Although
this study has focused - usefully - on reading as a distinct curriculum
area, reading is also to be thoughtﬁéf ag one part of the language arts,
an integral part which is enhanced by ;nd enhances the learning of, the
others. The communidatio; procaess requires exact transmission and
reception of thought, and each of the language arts contributea to that
process. Therefore it is recommended that the lower t;me allotments for

all the language a;us reported in Chapter II be axamined with this
integration in mind.r ) |

The school library can be a useful resource for adding variety to
instruction. While 94% of these teachers state that there is one in their
school, tha percent who use it on a weekly basis ranges from 69% to 84%.
The difference between the proportion who have 8 school library available

and those who use it wgeklf beara looking into by area educators. Analysis
cf the discrepgncy maf center both on the libraries themselves and dn the
teachers who do not make use of them. Parhaps the delivery of this servici
can be improved s© that each teacher who can will include its uae in
instructional planning.

Although studant self-management is considered to-bé'mqtivational in
the Cooley-Leinhardt model, area teachers tend to'retéin control of the
management of the classroom. There is some latitude for student-aelectibn

of materials and activitiea, for seating and for self-evaluation, but these

)
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practices are not universallytpermitted nor permitted all the time b&

most of the teachers. The enhancement of motivation is more likely to be .
sought by individualization of assignments, as described under grouping
procedures. First and third grade teachers plan for individual students
to work independently after their instruction in small or medium~sized
groups, and fourth and sixth grade teacht_ars use individualized/independent
work as their first choice in organizing for instruction, followed by
instruction in medium or large-sized groups. What seems to be emerging .

in current process-product research is that, at least for basic skills

instjiijig?i;fgudent self-management is less effective than a combination
of grou& wo nd individualized work, all carefully plsnned and monitored .

by the teacher. The tri-state area teachers seem t0 have a good grssp of
effective instructionsl management, in this respect.
The construct of Structure and Placement includes an analysis of

ingtructional objectives, not their content {as in Opportunity) but their

availability, specificity, and use. This, again, seems to be a place - s

where tri—sﬁate educators-might take a close look. Although no more than
28% of the teachers declare that state-wide objectives are not available,
only 19% use them for planning daily lessons. With the current debate on
basic skills instruction and the atéendant creati&n of minimum standar-ds
for graduatiﬁn, it would seem useful to ﬁave teachers planning théir daily
ihstpuftional sequences with the state standards in front of them. Even
when the discussion changes to teacher-made or hasal text objective$, there

are significant nuwmbers of teachers who do not make use of them for daily

L]
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planning, and the disuse of -them increases by grade lsvel, from grades

oneg to aix. If students in secondary schools were not, at least gpparently,
failing minimum s;andards tests in large numbers, the drop in use of
objectives while making lesson plans would not seem important, perhaps,

but there seems to be reason for concern. Increased and more deliberate
use of inmstructional obﬁectives in making daily lesson.plans by teachers

in the later elementary school ggades might be one way to improve the

basic skills of secondary school students.

Placement of students into the most appropriate point in the curriculum
requires a knowledge of their entering abilities. The data here may have
implications for pre-service teacher training. Three aspects of entering
abllities that were'probed are reading achievement level, socioaconomic
status (5ES) level, and the home language spoken by a student. In terms

of reading achievement, a relatively homogeneous rsading class would have

, between 817 and 100% of the srudents reading on the same level; only 32%

of the teachers reported that they deal with that daﬁree of homogeneity.

. The other teachers have classes that vary widely from more than one year

below grade level to more than one year above grade level. Socioeconomic

levels also vary widely, with only 33Z of the teachers reporting 81%

to 100% of their students at one SES level. Teachers have long been
trained to deal with a variety of reading achievement levels, but the
research for differing needs of students of differing SES levels is new

.

and has probably not been widely disseminated. Nonetheless, it seems to

be true that low SES students respond'po different instructional procedures
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than the ones that produce learning gains in high SES students, Some
awareness of that apparent difference might well Se developed in prospective
teachers.

In addition, a number of studerts in the elementary schools today do
not speak English as a home language. The varviety of home languages spoken
by chi}dren'éf the tri-state area is astonishing. This is happening at a
time many teacher tréining institutions are no longer requiring a
foreign 1aﬁguage as part Lf the undergraduata education of prospective
teachers. Aside from language-~speaking capabilities, the sgﬁsc Pf what it
m=ans to express onesglf in 2 serond language, the linguisticiJ%mﬁgétions

4

and possibilities thereby imposed, and the sense of what it means to be

" nmazive to a culture which is different from the one in which you live are

_copcepts that are unlikely to be learned by th?ge who neverlﬁtudyr; foreign
language. It seems reasonable to wonder how well even the besg:intentioned
person with no background of foreign language study can relate to the foreign-
speaking student.

Oﬁe other éspect of teacher background that merits attention against

another background, student achievement in the basic skills, is the question

of how many school- subjects a feacher may be expected to teach well. Many

of the reading teachers responding to this survey are-requifed to teach

language arts, social studies, mathematics, and science as well as'reading.

This is partiéularly t;ue;gggéhe fiﬁst grade teéchers; About 97% of them -
teaqh mathematics in égaition to readingv However, as the Survez-of :

Classroom Practicés‘in Mathematics (Graeber, et al., 1977) poinﬁs out, the
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importance of using manipulative teaching equipment and hands-on :eéching
techniques in mathematics has long been understood but the tri-state
teachers fall short in their use. Some even consider paper and pencil to
be "manipulatives." This is an orientation characteristic of readivg
teachers and language arcs specialists, experts in manipulating symbols
like letters and words. Where an improvement in both of these basic skills
is a serious goal, greater efforts to provide needed inservice educaFion
are recommended to help teachers meet these diverse requiremen:s; Following
the inservice craining, administrators can help :eacﬁers to implement their
new learnin? in their classrooms, by showing informed supbor:, providing |
appropriate mpaterials, and monitoring their use,

The above summary and recommendations are tentacive only. Different
readers will find other plo:l.nl:s of inmor-l:ance which they can use to their
own purposes. It is hoped tﬂat educators in the area will gather data
from their own districcs and compare their findéngs with those reported
here, analyzing concrasts both for strengths and for opport aities to

improve thaeir classroom instructional practices.
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Appeﬁﬁix Al

Reading Survey Questionnaire

s



CODE

- A SURVEY

OF PRACTICES IN TEACHING RTADING

Directions: Please answer each item .
by writing your answer on the line or
by marking an X in the boXx.

1. You are being asked to answer this questionnaire because you are

R & teacher of reading in the firsc, third, fourth, or sixth grade.:
In which grade do you teach reading? (If you teach reading in
more than one grade and are not sure which grade to use for
purposes of answering this questionnaire, please choose one grade
and check it below.)

I:Ia) First "gra&a
.Db), Third grade'
/ . I:lc) Fourth grada
| jd) §ixth grade

o

e

2, How many reading c¢lasses in this grade do you teach?

':|a) One==SKIP QUESTION #3. GO TO QUESTION f#4,

| |») More than one--Go TO QUESTION #3.
3. If you.teach reading to more than one class in th:i.s -grade, choose one
_class to use’ for purposes of answering this survey. (Identify this
one class by writing on the line your conventional designation for
the class--for example; "Mr, Smich's class" or "3rd period reading.'V)

-

|
i

. : Research for Better Schools. Inc, ; .
1700 Market Street ' _ .
O Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19103 :

o

L © 0 12-27-78




3

it

,i L

4,

7.

LI

Which subjects do you teach besides reading? . Put an X in each box
. hat agglies.

a). Language arts ~ d) - Science

N
F
e

b) Soc:l.a.fli._. studies o De) None~-1 teach only reading.

c) Mdthematics " £)  Other (vpecify)

How many students are presently enrolled in the reading cless you are
describing in this questionnaire? (Write the number on thé line«)

M

I . . &

On an average day, how many sﬁudents in this reaﬁing class are absent?

¢ ' T o
On each line, write the number of students in this class whose first

{or home) language is indicated in that box, \

i -

English Spanish Chinese Vietnamese | Other . . | - Other
i . _— (specify) (specify)

%

8.

' gl [:]c) Chingie’ : t ;__f) Other (Bpeéif?)”

9.

“In which language,(or ihnguages) can you.communicate effectively?

a) Enélish \ d) ‘Vietnamesa

‘[b) Spanish o &) Other (spacify)

In each box,write tpe number of atuds”ts 1n this class whose
Ibackground as you perceive it, reflects the socio-economic atatus

(SES) indicated in- that box. %
" Low Lower Middle | -Middle . | Upper Middle Righ =
' SES 'SES - SES.- 8BS SES ., °
.a : . . : ‘ o . ' o 5(5:} 1.
A - . 2 I



H
i)

10. 1In each box, write the number of students in this class
readiig level is indicated in that box.
. : o

whose

More then About one About on About one

More than
one yeer yaar below grade year above one:year
below grade lavel lavel grade level above
grade level '

grade level

kS

11. During an average wesk, how much classroom 1nstructiona1 time do
these atudents hava scheduled in each subject listed below, Write

the approximate numbar of minutes Eor each subject for each daz

EE_EEEEEEE_EEEE

SUBJECTS | Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday

Handwriting

‘Spelling

Engliah
(composition,
1istening, -
grammar, ete.) { -

Reading s

content areas?
Yes~-ANSWER QUESTIiON #13. "

No=--~BKIP QUESTION # 13. GO TO QUESTION # 14.

C [::jI don't knqw—4sx1P QUESTION # 13. GO TO QUESTION

]
" - - - L

12.  Are the students in this class givnn ihstruction in reading in the

# 14'

Py



'__\_;—..

13, Indicate the “approximate number of minutes per week spent on readins
' ingtruétion in different content ereas--first, instruction in your
reading claas; gecond, 1ustruction in each class for a content area.

L
Minutes pef week on Minutes per week on

- reading instruction reading instruction
- CONTENT AREA in reading class ' in a content area class

a)- Social Studies

b) ' Sciende

o -

o . | &) - Mathematics

Y

d) Other (specify)

[

14, During an average week about how much reading—class time ia lost
as a result of intaerruptions by fire drills, assemblies, hallway
noise, announcements, and ao-on? . the line write the approximate
number of minutes lost, S - 3

© ghminutes s

e - 15, Af:er clasarocm procedures hava been established for the school
' " yearj. about how much reading-class time juring an gverage day
g . do you use to clarify non-academic classroom procedures for these
students (e.g., how to obtain aupplies, hbw-to he excused from -
clasa)? On the ¢ line, write the approximate numbher of minutes per .

ggy used- for' hia gurgose.

L1

<;R; B miﬁutes‘

et




M

16. 4bout how much reading-class time during an average day do you use
to discipline, or control, students because of their disobedient

or digruptive behavior? ' On_the line, write the approximate number -
of minutes used for this purpose. e '

..... "

minutea

f

17. During.an éverggg wgek, how aften dufing readin§ class do atudents’
. engage in the following activities? Put an X in each box that:

applies.
L] i N
. L __Times per week
ACTIVITIES . | Never [ Léss [1-2 [3-4 | sor
Co- . : than .|.times | -timea | more,
_once ' times

'a) Students choose thair own
. dmstructional activities

183 Sfudenﬁé choose their own
instructional materials

o c) 'Students choose thelr own
Beating :

d) Studants manage'théif own
, . in-claes behavior (s.g., .
R T getting and returning .

. _ materisla) _ o B N B

e)  Students do peer tutqfiﬁg ['
‘or help one another on
~ Iassignmentq; -

£)" students agsess;cheir own *
work, (e.g., scoring,
. théir own papecs) '

v .




+

18. To what extent are you involved in the selection process, or
decision-making procass, for each oflthe f0110w1ng decisions?'
Put_an an x in each box that applies.- -

Hﬁg?

" INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS

- + - N f
Lo . .

-8) :Selaccing basic instructional R ) . . R
materials in reading | .

b) Silccting*supplementary instructional|
., materials in reading ’
-“ ¢} Dstermining goals and objectives

T . for .reading . .

d). Determining 1natructional techniques ’ . .
' [ for teaching reading. _ . 1 B

e) Determining methods for placing B SRETE R .
. ~gtudents in teading 1 ' _

£) Determining methods for assessing -.“ ” "_ o R N
- studants' prograss in reading ' . - C .




. v 19¢ On the average, how sften do you use each of the following materials
: ’ 1n thia reading claag?  Mark only those boxes that appli

-

x

. {Use aa major | Use as Use only

i -3
resource in supplementary | occasicnally--
' ' : - (teaching regsource-- no more than
MATERIALS ~ |reading-- at leaast once | two or three
- almost daily | a week | times a month
a) Basal readers : ' a . ' K

il

b) ‘'Reading workbooks

¢) Textbooks other than basal’
readera or workbooks

d) Refarence books (e:g.,
" ancyclopedias,.
dictionaries)

e) Books other than textboﬁk;
--(e.g » story books, paperbacks)

£} NewsPaplrs, magazines, }-'
periodicals

g) BSkill developﬁhntikies - B § ; _
...or materials (e.g., SRA, S o . i
Barnell-Lofr)- : ‘ ‘

T ey Z%échérrprépared- ] <y
S aterialy (dittos, etec.)

o " - - Saa mTe e - .- - — - EI

-~ - }1) -Conmercial dittos

i) Ziﬁéh_;ards‘

k) - Films pnd/o; filmstfips

1) Slides and/or R o .
transparencies . . . W ' St

m) Tapes - and/or recofds-

n) Video or television tapes

,.o)letobramhed 1nstrudiioﬁ§1 - : “:_:?i
machines (e g., 5yscem 80) .
'ﬁ) Gameza, puzzles, toys Co 5 p '
q) Other (spacify)’_ 1

TS e




.20. ,
' ,used most often-with this class. (Write the letter.) —

210

22,

23.

. THE HATERIALS IDENTIFTED IN #21:

e "abilities of my! ‘ EI h- . range of abilities_

¥

From thé column for "major resource" in #19 identify the one resource

&
v

Nrite the title. publisher, and date of publication of the resource.
that you identified in #20.  If you use materigls from several -

* publishers ‘'as this one resource . (for example, you may use two or

three basals), list all that' apply. _ - a

Is the resource identified in #21 part of a program or series also used
for students dat other grade levels?

a) . Grade level before mine . ‘_ijes . jNo
: b) ﬁrade level after mine . ']Yes o _jNo

How do you describe the ona major resource that you indicated in #21?

" (Mark one box on the 5-point scale=-1 for the most nttractive. 5 for

most unattractive, ete;)

> L

a) are attpactive' . E E are.'.llunattractivg
_ for my students for my students .

4 co ' . L0
~ ) . .

¢) ~'are accurate in . T " are ‘not aceurate
o contenc : E] @ : Eﬂ in content '

° P - - . K
LY

Cod) :,are adequate in. . E . . E .-are not adequété ‘
- . content covarage : ‘ . in content coverage

e} .meet the range of do not meet the

- -students . Lo : of my students

» ,_‘,.b)__‘l e up-to-dat - _ N ; It-'f.:‘d- =M_
< : ;::: :; _:?:ug:nis E @ E ‘ ,-;:: :1; BzudeiE: .



_“Zé. Which reading objectivéé are available to you for this class and how

-

. 4o you use them? Put an X in each box that gpplies.

kl

“r

SOURCE OF
READING
OBJECTIVES -

e

Not
availgbla

Availlsasble

But 90
not use

Use to
‘plan-daily
lessons '

Uae to
write

tests

. Usé€" for
cother

purposes
(specify)

.a)

State-wide
educational
‘objectivea

District-wide
ocbjectives

.c)

School-wide
objectives

.d)

 Teacher-‘
developed -
objectives

e)

Basal text's
objectives

f)

rOther'(Speéify)-

e



25. Which techniques do you use at the beginnihg of a reading lesson. to .
' make gtudents -aware of the spacific instructional objectives that
"¢ ‘thay are to master. and how fraquently do you use these techniques?
" Put an X in each box that applies.

Almost Fre- Almost

: S ' never Seldom|quently | always
TECHNIQUES .= use - Juse juse ' | use

a) I point out the objacfives in tha'
‘reading material

b) 1 stata and explain the objectivel
to ba learned

e) I give an exampla of what 1s to
. be learned

| d) The printed materiais make tha
; . objectivee. clear without my help

A

a) Other (apncify)

!

26. .Indicate the apprnximate portion of time per reading Eeriod that
. studenta epend in the following groupings. ‘ Put an. x in each box

. that agglies.-

.-

Y I - . . Approximata Portiom of
Time per Reading Period -

T - : . Almost | About [ About | About ‘| Almost|
oL : (.}ROUPIHGS _ : “none * | - /6 | 172 - 3/4_.,,_; all -

1
N " i ¢

{ a), Whole clags (more than R . o] .
15 students) . b

‘o

o

-

b) Medium size groups
(8-15 students) o

SR €) - Small groups
ERE B (3-7 students)

O '} ‘_Individualg work:l.ng:
independently




I LY
. 14
©27. What is the usual basis for inicially assigning your.students Lo
their reading instructional groups {and/or placing them into thaeir .
reading materials)? Put an x in each bax that applies. .

ay Standardized aahievemen: test results
b) Criterion-referenced test results (a.g., textbook tests)
¢) Informal readiné invenaory results o

d) Past :eacheria-raconménaation -

e) "Reading specialist's _recon;mendation
f) Reading readinesa :es:s‘resqlta

g) O:her (specify) - 3 L -

OO0 0000

.28. How often do s:udents in this class take a standardized reading —
achievamen: test? " :

Da)‘ Twice a year

[:]b) Once a year ’

s : [:]c) Once "every other year .

"[:]d) "Don't Rnow L Lo | °
[:]g); Other (specify) ' -

29. 1If students in this class have takén or will take a standardized
reading achievement tast in this school year, indicate .the name of
the test. . . ' 1 .

ﬂ?=='[:]a) _California Achievémeni‘fests (CAT)
[:]b) .Comprehensive Tests of Basie Skills (CTBS) B
[Z:}c) Iowa Tests af Basic Skllls (ITBS)

Dd) Me:ropolitan Achievemen: Testa (MAT)

K : ’ ,[:]e) SRA‘Acpievemenc Series
’%xQN- : [:]f) . Stanfoyd, Achievement Test
- DS) 'Othél" (9pecif'y) , . o ) . R .
11




30.\ What means do you periodically use "@ﬁaasa students for thair
mastery of reading gkills and oonogp ? Put an X in each box that

agglies. »

pror—

a) Use test from basal fext or from workbook

b) Use other commercial oriterion-referenced (or "mastery")
teat

¢) ‘Use locally developed test .
d) Uae'oy own test '

e) Use my own judgﬁent .
[:]f), Other'(spscify) | ) . t \

31, Must studants in thia class demonatrate mastery before moving on to
the next skill or Gnic?

pror—

|a) Yea--ANSWER QqESTION #32.

M . | [p) Wo--skiP QUESTION #32. GO.TO QUESTION.#33,

32, 1f ﬁoq.anawered:!eg to #31, what do you mean by "mastery"? -

0
B

33, Do you 'regroup studanta éuring the school year on the basis of their.
performance, or prograao, in reading? : .

prov—

o [la) tes--co 70 QUESTION #34,

- u

b) ' Mo--SKIP QUESTION #34. GO TO QUESTION #35.

HE“‘HO'?GU‘decide to regroup- atudlnts~aa+indieateduin #33? Put an
" X in_each box that applies. .

T v . T p—

SRR R I Uue my own judgment

b) Use locally developed test .

c) Use test that accompanies reading materials

v ' R .Uae other commercially developed test

@) - Use staff oonsultation . ., {

£) Use judgmont of reading specialist

g) Othér (apaoify)

”I‘ | -I’ - | ) I_ " :.' - . L '12 '_ \ | -I ‘ o




~ 35.

-‘_ o,u_. ( .- ' ~

-

Tndicate the approximate number of q;nuées per week Ehat the typical
student in this class spends on the following reading and reading- . - °
velated activities. Write the approximate time for each 'activity on

the line. -
. - | APPROKIMATE
ACTIVITY . ‘ MINUTES [}
- L. : i . PER WEEK
.| a) orel reading,
b) -Digcussion of stories, poems, ete. - g - i,
c) Teacher reading to students (e.g.; ) - 7 S
. stories, poems) ’ S : ’
d) Choral réading .- . . . - ‘.
e} Retelling of stories )
'£). Independent- seatwork (e.g., workbooks, i . )
ditto masters) . _ ) S
8) Silent reading (e.g., SSR, free reading, | -
veading in basal) ' b
) Liaégnihg skills development - !
1) Phonics and other word-attack ekills TR )
3} Vocebulary, development h
k) Literal comprehension skills:
1) Inferential comprehension akills. - 1 -
m) Study and library skilla (e.g., note. ) S 1 !
p taking, outlining, card catalog) S '
n) Composition (during reading time) - = | ' ' } - s
‘o) Group projects (e,g.,.rgsearph,_drama) . - ' . . o
p) Independent projects (e.g., rasearch, 1 - - ’
- drt) C R .
Tq) Games, puzzles, (alone or in groupas) | - ::J -
r) Other (spécify) - TG
. - E L h .

¥



- . A . ’ = . .
36. For reading 'homework indicate how often you give each of the '
following reading-related activities to be completed outside of

reading class time. Put an X in each box Eﬁht applias,

-

. ’ . T a L . - b . ’ ’ . T
/ . : - ". 4 : -
T ] ' - .. . Lesa than -
' - READING HOMEWORK . Dafly | 1-3 times | 1-3 £imes |once o . 7| Nevd
. : ' -1 a week .| a month . month -
8) Reading taxt, story . . . = . E
books, ete, . _ - . = o
b)_wbrkbooks, dittos, etc. ) . : . f
-e) Hord'_orl _\focébulary gtudy ‘ . R » °
q)'Rééear;h projects N | ok - :
i a) Creative arts projects * A ' )
£) Other ¢specify). )
- ' 37. After a student completes a reading assignment how soon, on the )
L "~ average, do you give ‘that student information on the cofrectness of
4 hig/her performance? Put an X in each box that appliea. - .
- - - . . ) . - . . - . ) v ) = -'_" l
— , Within | Withim,| Wichds | Within w'ich‘iﬁ*“ Within | Over [Bo
' TYPE OF WESIGNMENT |a few ~ | an” . [ '3~ | 24 | 3 | one ‘ome |mot _ .
) minutes hour ~ | hours . fhoursl days week . | week |correct.
a) Cl'as_swork- :l.ri} I o 0 . ‘ . . o - e
. -textbook . oo T _ . S o | .
b).Classwotk in = oo RE L J.
|__. sorkbook - , - - -
T Y -
c) Homework
'd),ChapterIunit test - L T o ’ l : 1. _'"";-Gf:
‘ej" other pfojecés b ' . . e - 1 - ‘“ :
(e‘lgo ’ dram&, I - “ o "
research) ) " ’
£) Other ) - . - . .
{specify) ___ - o . . o ‘ e o SR
5 o 4 N r' -
1, - ’ - . s I;::&’ .
‘ : w - 121




[] % 2 . B .
387 haw do you generslly reepond to students work in reading? Merk .
y only the reeponses you actuslly—use. Indicate the priority of each
tesponaa by using :1 for what you mgst often do, 2 for what you next
moat oftan do, and so on. ( . .

oo a) Itry to find work to praiae (keeping the criticism to a oy
T . m minimym) .
e .- yd » .
ne . [:]b) I try to. 1ndicdte work that nseds improvement (not . .

ovefdoing the- prsise) .
[:jcs' I give or withhold privileges, prizes, fewards,'honofs, atc.
E:]d) I let grades epeak for themselves. | - :

[:]g)‘ I respond according to the natire and needs of the child.

Df) Other (specifg) .

39. What rémedial eteps do.you usually take when a gtudent has difficulty
"with an aspect of reading? Matk only the stéps you actuelly use.
“ ' Indicate the priority of each step by using 1 for what you most often
. do; 2 for what you next most often do,.and sc¢ on. ; ]

* - ' .
- A : Y

a) 1 tutor the student myself ‘ g SRR T

e ! S
* . K3 Ny -

b) l'request professionai help (e.g., from 4 reading specialist) 1
c) I reqUesE-help from an nide.

dy 1 arrange for. peer tutoring. . ;

‘ﬂﬁﬁhﬁﬂ

ey 1 assign‘homewerk wﬂth skill development naterialsi. L ” ,-
. .f '
. £) I‘hssign seatwork with skill development materials. A
d [:jg)l'l absign independqnt reading. L ff. . o
" ¢ o "
Ve h) Qcher (specify) | e - . 3
" [:j ) Qther (specify) - ‘ ) ‘
'40. DG you reward stullents Tor fumbers of bnoks read during a given time LT
period?’ Check only thore boges that a Egl! o . L o

L . f

a) Mo , _f K ' g .

1v) %es--I display th;ir names. v .

) Yes--I excuse “them from other work.- ) - "‘I.

e) Yes—-I give ihém special privileges. b . . S

C
- C '
: o :'E::c) Yes--I imProve—thsir grades .in reading.
.o ,'[::
]
[

£) Yes--(specify ocher) : -

(' : : 3 - —'I I'- . .: . - ; -, - . _" . . ,,;." ’. . ' ' , 4 I :'.. -- L * -'_;g




41. 1Is a school library or bookmobile available to the¢ students in this
class?

[:]‘Yes-—ANSNER QUESTION #4%.
[::]No-* SKIP QUESTION #42. GO TO QUESTION #4 3.

42. How often do the students in this class typically visit the library
or bookmobile? Put an X in each box that applies.

GRADE LEVEL . At le»3t once At least onta Less thqn once
OF STUQENTS a week a month & montH

Students reading
below grade level

Students resding
on grade level

Students reading
above grade level

43, Approximately how many hours per week do vou uae aldes or assistants
{such as student teachers, parent volunteers, or paid aides) to heip
’ you in this reading class?

[:] a) Almost 0 hours per week
Ih Db) About 1 hour per.week )
[:] ¢) About 2 hours per week
Dd) About 3 hours per wagk
De)- About 4 hours per weeak
[:]f) Aboﬁ; 5 hours per weeak
Dg) More than 5 hours per waek

.o

44. Put an X in the box if a reading specialist {coordinator, supervisor,
" etc.) of the type listed below 13 availsbla to you. (Do pot include
’ remedial reading teachers.) '
Daj One who serves the entire school districe.
Db)- One who serves geveral sch'c:ols in the distriet.

Dc) One who serves .only my school.

- E’d) Other '(aper:::l.fy)
o '[:]e)‘ None of the above is available-- GO TO QUESTION #47.
O . P U 123 ,
\‘ o * - I.' . . - - .
ERIC . o L , J




45. How often does the reading spacialist i: iicated in #44 (égordinator,
supervisor, etc.) attempt to help either you in your t2aching of
reading or the students in this class in their learning to read’

a) Almost every day

b) About once a week

c¢) About once a month

d) About once a grading period

e) About once @ semester

f) About once a year

g) Other (specify)

U000 000

h) WNaver--skip quastion #46. TFor you, this is the end of
the quastionnaire. Thank You vervy much.

46, What halp do you receive from the raading specialdst indicated in

#44 and #457 Put an X in each box that applies.

¢
[:]a) Diagnosing individual reading problems

[:Jb) Teaching students who hava reading prablems
Dc) Adm:l.n:l.atcr:l.hg tasts or inventories .

[:de Confarring wiéh you about student rcading problams

+
i

[:Je)- Providing you with instructional resources

rd
E::f) Halping you improve your classroom inatruction
[::3) Providing workshops for indarvice training

[::h) DemOns;ratiﬁZ instructional technigues

[::1) Other (spacify) .

. , . s
* END OF QUESTIONNAIRE. THANK YOU VERY MUCH. )

v

C o~ )




Appendix B:

Digtribution of Questionnaires



- Appendix B
Table 1

- Distribution of Questionnaire
Returnsl by Region? and Grade Level*

Grades _

Region - _ 1 3 4 6 . Total
Metropolitan 15.6 | - 13.6 13.2 | 1.8 14.3
city 1 o19.3 - 20.9 20.7 23.3 21.0 .
Suburb of Metro | 21.8 | 19.6 26.7 | 19.8 21.5
Suburb of City 17.5 17.4 16.3 |, 4.8 16.6
Total " 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 .99.9 100.0

v = 1220

zBussing for desegregation in Delaware, at the .beginning of the 1978-79
school year, blurred regional distinctions. Y¥or this tri-state Survey,
definitions operating previous to bussing have been used, a

Hp >.05




Appendix B
Table 2

Distribution of Questionnaires and Returns, By State and Grade
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Appendix C:

Letters to Principals and Teachers
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January 2, 1979

Dear Principal:

]

Research for Better Schools 1s ynder contract with the National
Institute of Education to conduct a three-state survey of the practices
of reading teachers in grades 1, 3, 4, and 6. Your school has been
selected in the sample, and your help will be graatly apprecizted.

The questionnaire and data-gathering procedures have been examined
by appropriate persons in your State Department of Education; in fact,
one section of the questionnaire has been developed by the Department of
Education to gather information related to state-wide naeda. The complete.
survey will provide data concerning the actual practices of teachers of
reading, and the results should ba of genuine interest to all who seek
ways and means to improve the teaching of resding. The success of the
survey, however, dapends ypon the cooperation of those who daily implement
reading programa. Because\the distribution of the questionnaires is
limited, every responsa will count. Plezse help.

We have enclosed surveys for:

Surveys may be distributed on any random basis so long as the above
specifications are satisfied. If a teacher teaches.resding at mora than
one grade level, please designate cne grade for this teacher,

A self-add;essed. metered envelope iz anclosed in each teacher's
packat to facilitata the return of the questionnaires. Tabulation of
responsas will bagin in late January 1979, so completed questionnaires
should be mailed as soon as possible. ' Every effort 18 being mada to '
protact che confidentiality of ail who are invoived in the survey; in
-fact, the questionnaire and data gatharing method hdve passed cthe scrutiny *
of an RBS committee that raviews projects according to guidalines astablished
by the Department. of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Wa thank you and your teachets for your ‘afforts to help the cauee of
bettar resding education.

Sinceraly

David €. Helms,. Jr.
Diractor, Besic Skills Component

' ‘ k . : . Hl:?é;'
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RESEARCT FOR BETTER SCHOOLS, INCORPORA D
January 2, 1979

Dear First, Third, Fourth, or Sixth Grade Reading Tescher:

Whet do teschers do when they teach reading? At the present time
many aducators--teachers, administrators, and researchers--feel thst
no one really knows what procedures and methods are used by most reading
_ teachers. Research for Better Schools, Inc., & regional educational
laboratory serving Delawsre, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, is conducting
a survey of first, third, fourth, and sixth grade reading teachers to
detarmine the practices of teachers in this region. Your school hes -
been selected 88 one of those to be surveyed, and your principal hag
identified you as 8 reading teacher who will be willing to help with the
survey. (If you do not teach reading to grades 1, 3, 4, or &, please
return the enclosed questionnaire to your principal ) -

We are sympathetic to the plight of teachers yho have so many .
demands on their time; however, since we are able to distribute only &
' limited number:of questionnaires, your reply will be very importsent for
‘the successful completion of the survey. Please help and give us the
banefit .0f your knowledge and experience by completing the enclosed
questionnaire.

Tabulation of ragponses will begin late in Jenuary 1979, so we will
.need your completed questionnaire mailed to us in the enclosed metered
envelope as soon as possible. All queationnaires will be treated with
as much confidentiality as possible. Both the survey instrument and the
data gathering method have passed the careful scrutiny of an RES
comnittee that reviews projects gccording to guidelines established by
the Department of Health, Education and walfare.

We thank you for your time -and for sharing your professional
knowledge with us. Together, we hope to add to the knowledge of current
practices and thereby work toward strengthening reading education.

‘ " : Sincarely yours,
JChdhz
- . ' Davia C. Helms r. :
Director, Baelc Skills Component .

) 13 ,
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Commercial Texts Revorted in Use
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All States

JAruitoxt provided by exic Il

, States/Grades Pa. Total N.J. Del. Total
extbook Companies 1 34 61(1 3 46J1 3 46] 13406
Allyn and Bacon, Inc, 1 ] 1 l
American Book Co.
Reading Program 6 4 5 114 3 1 1 2 10 7 8 2
Barnell Loft, Ltd, )
Specific Skill Series l 1 | |
Cambridge 2 2
Charles E. Merrill
Publishing Co. .
* Linguistic Reading Program 1 21211 3 2 25 32
The Economy Co,
Basic Reading Program - ' _
Keys to Reading 1411 6 4 | 810 5 6 (6 6 6 4 28 27 114
Educational Developmental :
Laboratorias 2 __ 2
Ginn & Co. ; o
Reading 360 2626 16 19 (141011 6] 2 1 1 3728 25
- Reading 720 5582|1779 31112 1| 1211777
Ungpecified - & 3 8 514 1 4 41 2 8 414 9
Globe Book- Company, Inc. 2 2
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich {
Basic Reading Program - :
Bookmark Reading Program 101212 815 5 1 4 ! 1517 15 12
Unspecified 2 4121111 3523
e, 132 -



. States/Grades | All States
Textbook Companies ?a.BTozala N | 221A ol Tgtaﬁ 6

—
N
O

Harper & Row, Inc,
Basic Reading Program
Reading Basics
Reading Plus
Others
Unspecified

1

e

3
3

el L UM
a3 ~]

9
4
l

LT PO PUIE Y
[a—

g Ll L 3 g
L L O

6

Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Ine. | 15111823 {5 4 4 8|5 7 2 2 | 2522 24 33
The Holt Reading Program |

Houghton Mifflin Co.

Hoghton Mifflin Reading 6.6 4105315331 1415 6 6

Series ’ 8 91210112 9 8121 3 2 1 | 211212223

Houghton Mifflin Readers _ .

Action Series 1 2 o 1l 2
Unspecified _ |

| . 1211 6 6 [121411 10 24 25 17 16

J.B. Lippincott Co. .

Laidlaw Bros. 35 4 3 | 305 43
The Laidlaw Reading Program : _

lyons & Carnahan, Inc. < | 11 to11 12 2
foung Americs Reading Program - - :

The HacHillan Publishing Co. 5 9'8 3 (3455|1122 | 1311510
Series o - 5 : 5 ;
Worlds of Wonder 2955|194 . 318 9-5
Reading Program 2 4 3 6 . 5100
The Bank Streel Readers 41 1 211 22 3131 8 4 3 5
Unspecified : ‘ E
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- All States
| States/Grades Pa. Total N.J. Del. “Total
extbook Companies ——] 134 6/ 1346 L 14 6 1 3 4 6
McGraw~Hill Book Co. |
Sullivan Programmed Reading 2 2 2 1 4 3
Unspecified 11 2 3 1 2 4 11
Modern Curriculun Press Inc. 112 11 2
New Dimensions in Education,
_ Inﬁ‘.. . B -
+ Alpha One - 2 2
. Open Court Publishing Co,
~ Basic Readings 1311 3 1110 6 6 5 (1 11 261810 6
Palo Alto b1 1 2
Rand-McNally & Co. |
Discovering Phonics 1 2 1 2
Reading Program’ 13 1 3 1
Unspecified : 2 ' : 2
Scholastic Book Services
Individualized Reading _ 3 —
Program . 1 11] 0 U | 1 1 2
Sclence Research Associates I
Phonics Series : 1 l 1 1
- Distar _ 1 1° 42 : 5 3
Reading Lab : . j "1 3 2 3 3
Unspecified I w1 2 3 ' 4 6

ERIC



"All States
ctbook Compani::tESI Grades Pa, Total |. N.J, Del. Total

. 1 3 4 611 3 4 6 1 3 4 6 1 3 4 o

Scott, Foresman & Co.
Reading Systems 111110 9|5 S 7 4[4 4 21 20 20 19 14
Reading Unlimited 4 3 2 314 5 3 5 11 8 9 6 8
Basics in Reading 3 223 5 3 2 3 5
Open Highways I 311 9 2 1 313 9
New Bagic Readers | 3 1 11 3
Others 3 8 3 1. - 4 4 1 312 7
Unepecified S 4 3 511 3 6 4 3 8
Others 6 71014 y 7 813 81 1 13 16 24 22




Alphabetical Listing of Textbook Companies

Allyn and Bacon, inc.

American Book Co.

Barnell Loft, Ltd.

Cambridge

Charles E. Merrill Publishing co.

The Economy Co. _

Educational Developmental Laboratories, Inc.

Ginn & Co.

Globe Book Company, Inc.

Harcourt Brace Jovanovich

Harper & Row, Inc.

Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc.

Houghton Mifflin Co.

'J,B. Lippincott Co-.

Laidlaw Bros.

Lyons & Carnahan, Inc. .

The MacMillan Publishing Co.

MeGraw-Hill Bookt(Co. .,

Modern Curriculum eaB.Inc. .

New Dimensions in Education, Ine,

Open Court Publishing Co. ~

Palo Alto-

Rand-McNally & Co:

. Scholastic DBook Services = . -

Science Reaearch Associates, Inc.
Scott, Foresman & Co. '

13¢
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, _Appendix k:

 Annval 'Use of Standargized Reading_Achiévemént Tests

L ~ i .
) ', . i ) . . J 1 . .
- o

€

. Percent of Teachers Responding -

L - - ¢ ?f___ ( - ' .l“ l'"l- i
. Grﬂdeﬂﬁ_' - '

"3

Test Nime AR T R P
e - - T SN
alifornia Achjevement Test (CAT) 28,6 . | 203 ") 2.2

— 1 'Total

JNS SN N

. i
19,3, | %L

[
4 L
. n- v

Comprehiensive Tests-of Basie Skills (CTBS) | 7.7 - b 103 ') L8 | 10,0 |- 8.9

.

' t

.

: ¥

' \8':9‘2--

| Lo e

ova Tests of Baste Skills (I78) | 6.6 | 9.2 | 89 | w7

=

éi:tzrﬁpoli-tahrAcﬁievémeg: Té?§§ (}@AT?. | 24'.5 -: 1{“4' Ri 16'21‘ "-HiG.S‘ ; ..;'1*!“,17'3‘"._‘_:'_

RA Ach13vement Series (SRA). g . 29 4 31 | 2.6 RS ‘-‘} 1.0°

Stanford Achievenent Test (SAT) - £ | 132 | 194 | 1.7 P33 | 16,00

omer o haes ok | e b B ) w0

el . SN L
kel . o * 7, oa o ‘ : . i
\1**3 <0. 01 ’ . . . ] " ’ Yo . . B \ ’ . . ' :, l", o - 5
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APpendix f
Table II-8a

Ffequency of Assigning Réading
Homework: Reading Text, Story Books, .etc.

.

- Percant of Teachsrs Rasyondingn - Parcent of
Grader | - . — — Teachers
Dail 1-3 cigles | 1-3 cimes Less -than Never Not
. Y a weak a uwontl once a month |- Rasponding
1 1.8 | 25.8 1 1.6 YR R 15.8.°
B 3 {139 | 2 19,0 e, 122,54 1.1
4 < 11.2 33,2 16.9 C 6.8 | 22.4 9.5 ¢
6 .| 12,00 339 18,7 8,8 166 . 9.9°
Wa1220 o : : '
! *2 ‘0005 . ) - u
AR © Table IIi-8b
JFreduency‘of‘Aasigning Reading
Homework: Workbooks, Dittos, etc.
Percent of Teachars Responding ' Percent of
" - - . e Teachere
*
Grade> Daily | 173 times | 1-3 cimes | Less ehan' | . . 1 ' ot
¥ a weok | ‘a month once a month ’ Responding
1 1.3 | 224 noe |- m.3 |29 | 198
3 Jes e |wa | une |23 10,4
4 6.1+ ] 376 4.6, 1 7.1 .|237 | 10.8
6 | 7.8 | 438 | 14,8 T {173 [ 9.2
Ne1220 . B
*#p <0,01 /




. Appendix F
| 'Tableh1178c

Frequency of Assigﬁing.Readiﬁg _
Homework: Word or Vocabulary. Study .

¢

Percent of Teschers Responding Percent of
1 Gradett , - —T" Taachers
Dai 1-3 cines | 1-3 times Less than  Never _ Not
Y | & week. ] @ month. | once a month | ™7 Responding |
L 32,8 | 30,7 10,6 3.7 8.9 | 138
3 15,8-] 30,1 170|208 | and 9.5
6 o153 | 403 17.3 - 6% [1s | - 9.2
.6 12,4 . 48,4 1 .- 17%.0 4.2 10.6 R Y 2
° Ne1220. - | | ' S
*4p <0,01 -
Table II-8d “
lerequenEy of Assign;ng
Reading Homework: Research Projects
_ |
_ ] , Percent of Teachers Responding - Percqnt of
. BT I ; e . , - - - Teachera’
, B Grade:}‘_‘ - Dajl 1-3 times .| 1-3 timeés, | Less than Never Not
o Y | & veak awonth | once amonth | o ¢ Respanding
T 0.0 | 2.5 11.7 T3 402 34.4
L3 3w 2.1 | 2n.s. | 225 T
4 | 10 | L 9.2 . c27.1 {19 | 1s.6
1 6 114 42 [ 9.2 - 29.0 - | 13.8 12.4
S, Ne1220 ' ; ' S
- mMp <00 S [
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Appendix. F . ’
. Table II-8e"
T - ' R Frequency of Assigning Reading
' : Homework: Creative Arts Projects

et i e SIUEENEEE '"""‘"‘-Psr;:lnt"(-)f"I‘uehers Respot;dingl C Percent of
C . — - — — Teachers

. GradeAw ' Dail 1-3 cimes | 1~3 times | Less than b]ever ‘Not
VALY 1 a waek -a month | once a month | Responding

1L Lscb o4 f13s o 18 12940 | 328

3 09 | 5.1 26,9 | 2.4 24,1 18.7

4 1.7 (- 7.8 | sz | 2sis {203 | 36

6 .| 0.4 5.7 0.7 - 32.5 -16.3 14,5

N=1220" : .
**2 GO,Q]T . - ' ) N . L
.I - N 1 s
9
3 .
4 N . 1 42 B




Appendix F
" Table III~8a

Erovisibns for Student Self-Management:
Students Choose Own Instructional Activities

Percent of Teachers Responding
, : y — - Perédnt of
Gradekk . Times Petr Week _ S »Te;::ars
Naver Lesa Then | Once ot Three or Five otr | Resbonding
. mece . Twice Four Times Mote .
1l 17.2 14,4 26.4 14,7 19.6 7.7
. 3 | 18.4 19.3 - 32,9 16,0 8,5 - 2.8
’ " 17.6 27,8 34,9 13.9 a7 2.4
6 |87 {. 230 "] s 7.8 3.5 3.5
| toter |18.0 | - 208 %1 | 13.8° %.2 | 42
N=1220 - ‘ | "
wp <0,01
o ' T  Table 1II-8b
o : ;Provisions for Student Self-Management:
Students Choose Own Instructional Materials
‘Percent of Taachers Responding .
. : , . Percent of
v {Grade#w .. - Tized Per Week - Te;::gr:
: A Never Lesg Than | Once ov Thras or Five or. Responding |.
L . * Once Twice Four Tinmes Mote
1. 239 16.9 24,8 - 12.9 12.¢9 2.6
5 ' .
3 25.0 18.0 2.0 : 13,0 8.2 3.8
v 4 [ ] wa | ome | ae | o4t hd
6. J22.] 264 | 4003 1% | oae 2.8
L | reeat 228 | 26, | 320 W4 | L8 s.0. .
Nw1220 f ' ¥

-




' ' - - Appendix F

3 B - M b

TableIIII48c

1

+

[Provigions for Student Self-Management:

N Students Choose Own Seating
?‘ﬁ ) . 1. Percent of Teachers Respoﬁding ' L .
L . ; : : - —— _Percent of
Gradett . © Times Per Week . Te;::ars
' : . Nev Less Than | Onee or Three or Five or | Responding
o ], ) er Once,. Twice ] Four Tices More ’
! ,23.9 v 12.0 12.6 7.7, 36.8 Tl
' 3 | 3z.e 12.0 . [ 16.5 . 1.9 | 28.8 2.2
] ‘ 4 33.9 | . 16.9 14.2 e s | 1w
6 33.9 16.6 14.8 7.8. 24,0 2.9
" .} Total §230.9 | 143 | 14.5 7.4 29:8 | . 3.5
- N=1220 SN " '

Table III-8d

Provieions' for Student Self-Management:
Students' Own In-Class Behavior

~ 4 -
Percent of Teachers Responding
SV l — T .Percent of
H *  Times Fet Wegk — : ‘Taachars
IGradel** . \ Mo . Not
. Never Legs Than.| Once cr Three or '| Five or ‘| Responding
_ Onge - Twice Four Times Mora - . '
1 0.9 | .18 | 12.6° 16.3 . 63.2 © 8,2
3 {16 | 1.6 ‘9.8 | 20.3 65.8 + | . 1.3
A 1.7 2.7 1 | 214 614 | - 14
6 -] 21| 25 1 1.8 22.6 “56.2 238
Total | 1%6 2.0 | 1.9 20.0 61.7 o] 2.7
Ne1220 ' ‘
. *kp <0.01 ,
i
y .
5
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. Appendix F ’
F . :
Table I1I-12a
Intérpérsonal Motivators-Feedback:
- Teacher Finds Work to Praise
. o . '
Percent of Teachers Responding
. . - Percent
i . Priority = ' . of
: Crade** | f Y .7t Teachers
' - (High) - (Low) Not .
\ 1 2o 3 [ e 5 | Responding |-
1 463 | 35.6] s.8| 0.6] o0,0] 11.7.
, ,' 3 |32.3] 3.1 108 1.6] o.6]. 18.7
4 {2705 § 353 12.24 3.1} 0.7 21.4
1 6 33.2 31.81 13.8 1.8 0.4 19.1
CNs1220 . L
*Ap: <0,01 - o . e
* . i i .
i PN ’ - ) Tab;l.e I11-12b
. [ '
‘ : . 'Interpersonal Motivators-Feedback:
' - . . Teacher Indicates Need for Improvement ;
: ‘ , ent 7.
‘ — -.
g ..Percent of Teachers Responding C
. B —_ — - 4 Percent .
! Orade* . Priority of "
' . : <ot Teachers
' (High) - (Low) ‘Not
. 1 2. | 3 4 5 Responding
; | 1 6.7 | 22.74 37,41 6.1 o0.0] 26.7
E ] 1 -
' . 3 |70 282 s oeof 13 234
. . S 4o+ 129 | 2601 332 s8] 03] 237
b 6 127 | 30.0| 30.6 | 3.5], 0.7 22.6
| Ne1220 ' ! <
. o “ :*2 l‘:0005 R
| 1)
, ¢ R e )
Y 115 :
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© Appendix F

Table III-12c. °

Interpersonal Motivators—-Feedback:
‘Teacher Gives or Withholds Privileges

Percent of Teachers Responding '
. R = Parcent
" Priority of
Crade . Teschars
(Kigh) - (Low) Not
1 ‘ 2 3 4 5 6 IRupond‘:l.ng
1 1.2 | 3.7 Lwoar ]Uz2ns| 7. foo 86.4
N T . - —
3 1.6 4.1 6.6 15.81.13.3 | 0.0 8.5
4 1.7 ] 4.7 | s.4 | 15.9}16:3 ]0.3 55.6
6. 0:d | 4.2 3.9 | 13.6)17.7 { 0.4 60,1
Ne1220 \
**R ‘D.Dl
Table ITI-12d
. Interpersonal Motivators-Feedback:
Teacher Lets Grades Speak for Themselvea
. - ' Perecsnt of Teachers Responding -
— Parcent
. R . Priority . of
G?Ide** . . - : Teachers |
. |(Bigh) (Low) ]  Not
1 2. 3 4 s Y Respondin
1 o6 |31 {12 ] es |00 | 0.8
3 2.2 [ 41 | 5.6 | 18.7 ] 13.6 ] 0.6.] 55.%
4. {64 {27 188 |18.0] 156 0.0 | ds.5
| s 4.2° [ 5.3} 8.1, 21,0 12,4 | 0.0 48,8
Ne1220
#p <0,01 . ,



Table“IV—;Oq

Appendix F

Making Students Aware.of Specific

"Instructional Objectives:

-

Teacher Points Out Objectives

Percent of Teachers Responding
- Percent o?
' Frequency Teachars
Gradeh* . - Net
Almost ' - Almost Responding
never s:i:“ F“E:e“ly alwvays
LB € use
.1 16.6 13.5 28,2 23.6 18.1
3 ] 104 | 100 3.2 | 26,6 ° 18.7
4 ") 61 | 10,8 44,7 26,8 11,5
6 831 | 9.5 45.2 30,0 7.1
Total | 10,5 11,1 37.7 26.6 14,1
Ne1220 A
*hp <0,01

Table IV-10b

r

Making Students Aware of Specific Instructional

_Objectngsz Teacher States and Explains Objectives
. Percent of Teschers Responding ! .
,:;:::t .s:igon prgzzznclf :iﬁg;: Reapon?ing
' use . use .
1 {798 | 1.0 27.6 - 38.7 12.9
31 60 10.1 3.4 1392 8.2
e | e ] 112 "41.0 | 35.3 8.
6 | 32 | o [ a2 38.5" 4.9
Total | 6.0 | 10.8 36.6 38.0 8.7
‘1220 .
*p <0;01 . :
| | 147
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' Appendix F.
Table IVe1l0c .4

Making StudenqqAAwére of Specific :
Instructional Objéctives: Teacher Gives an Example

g A Perceént of Teachers Respénding :
Parcent of
< Frequency Teachers
Gradet® . - . Not
1 - Alwost ! | Almost | Respondin
never Sz::om FF.:::M]"’ alvays 'poncing .
use . ‘ bty uss
' 1 | i 1,5 23,0 65,3 8.3
3 2.2 0.6 29.} 63,6 44
& | o7 | 3a 38,6 54,9 2.7
: he
- 6 101 ) 3.2 b . 38.2 54.“ 3.2
. . © {Total.] .15 | 2,0 L9 59,8 4.8 .
7 1220 | )
*Ap <0.01

" Table Iv~-l0d

s Making Students Aware of Specific Instructional O0bjectives:
Reliance oil the Printed Material to Make the Objectives Clear

b
»

- Pércent of Taachers Responding .
. .. . : . Parcent of
Frequency . | Teachere
. Grade** - . Not .
Almost | go1d0m Frequently, Almost | pegpondieg
never use ust - always .
use . usa
1.1 19.0° | 13.8 20,9 17.8 | 26.5
a0 | 11a 21.8 | ' 28,2 10,8 28,2,
4 | 714.9 | 26,8 26,1 ] 12,27 20,0
6 12,7 | 24,4 30,4 11,7 | . 20.8
0 - .
' Total | 14.5 21,5 |. 26,2 13,2 2446
. Ne1220 - - . - o
; . kg <Dﬁ.01b oL ‘:“-1- ) .:l
. h ‘; I t
_' L] ) . -
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Table I?—233 .

Grouping of Students for Reading'lnstructidn

-, _ _ " First Grade
£ : ' ' . _ . Patcent of Teachers Responding |
' M » Approximate Pottion of
. _ GROUPINGS Tine pat Reading Period
N . ‘ . . i
- . About, | Abour | Almoat
: . . e 1!2=L - 34 sll 'ocﬁﬁr
Whole class (more than . "i' .3
'15 peudents)- “3 |18 43
Mediuvp size groups’ 10,2 1.0 6.4
(8-15 a:uden:s) : . .
‘$uall, groups 6.8 4.6 16,9
(3-7 atudeacs) .
Indivtduals"workini 0.8 3.1 | 6.4
indepandantly . u )
Divided ‘squally 4 ways - . 2.1
Othet 1" 26.4
"N=326

lrheri is ‘a small overlsp acong soké groupd.

~ . Table IV-23b

Grouping‘of Students for Reading Instruction .

_Third Grade
Parcent of Téachats iespbnding

_Apprexinate Portion of ;

ate is & small overlap auong toae groupa.“

10

+

197

3
GROUPINGS _Tima per Reading Period
" ' . ' About About | Alsgst |.

C i uzt‘ 36 | a1 | Deher
thln slass (more than |
15 studants) 6.6 16 | 41
Mediyz 3i-e groupe 1.3 41 by
{813 atudencs) . N Rl
‘$mall gréups 4.7 31 [fa
(3-7 .;udcn;s) . : . o
Todividuals werkiag - - | 12.8 2.5'_ 8.9
‘didepandently -
Dividad equally & fays 146
other - ' 26,0
N-3lﬁ;




" Appendix F -

- Table 1V-23c

-

- .Grouping of Students fo} Reahing Instruction

: “ v
T o ’ Fourth Grade . '
? ‘ Paorcent of Teachers Responding
X ' - " Approximate’ Portlon of
_FROUIPINGS Time per Readlng Parlod
‘1 Abou Abgut { Almost .
. l.fztl 3/4 ‘?fl I Iothfr
Whole class {(mors than Pt
15 students) . 8.4 c Iby 9.2
2 | Mediug size groups . |, ¢ .
k : -(aals_gtudnnen) o 1_2-1. . 3_.4 .671
L * .} sma1l groups ' s
’ . "(3-7 students) 5.8 !}'7 9'?
¥ \In‘divlduah working ' Cia
- | independently 18.2 2.0 7.1
1 B . g - -
4} plvlded aquilly & ways N 3.1
Other b Co s 25.8
. =295 0 .
Urhere 18 # small ovarlap among some groupss
! i T .
e - Table 1V~23d -
Grouping of Students for Reading Instruction
_ Sixth Grade _
‘. A . Parcent of Teachers Responding
+, . ' o, . - N —
. : Approximate Portion of
. M GR?UPINGS ' Time per Reading Peried
» ' ﬁ__. - - I}
N : . About [ About | Almost
a4 1 oo | '1;25’ 36 g all J;°‘h“
Whole class {more then | s .
1 stadencyy o 127 | 3.9 | 1.3
b Medlun siza groups 1.6 ' . )
. : (8-15 students) 1 33 7.4
' Small groups 5.1 2. .
: {3-7 students) . i 3.9
Tedividuale working 16.0 | 3.6 .| 10.2
ndependently ' - )
! Divided equally 4 ways 1.4
' Other ' 1 . 21,2

. H=283 ! ' . .
Mhere is s sx8ll overlap smong some groups.
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Appendix G
QUESTION #32~-DEFINITIONS OF MASTERY ~

Quesfion #32 from the Questionnaire of A Survey of Classroom Practices

in Readihg asked teachers what is meént_by Lhe word "mastery." A random
~sample of the responses was taken and-sorted into three groups: (1) general
'definitionslare those that are of a heuristic nature-and rely upon teacher
judgment; (2) numerical definitions are those that use precise‘ﬁumerical )
vGEues (usually percentages) to determine mastery; and (3) test-oriented

* definitions - passing criterion-referenced tests, unit-tests, teacher-

designed tests, etc. They appear on the following pages.

L]




TEACHERS' DEFINITIONS OF MASTERY

I. GENERAL

When work has been done and additional knowledge gained
(some children gain mastery), we move On.

"Ability to answer most questions correctly in basal reader’
text,

They have learned all skills taught,

‘They must demonstrate mastery. or working knowledge of
vocabulary and skills. '

Word recognition, comprehension (main idea, sequence
knowledge), anto/synonyms, word meaning, etc.

At least three quarters of ‘the students in a particular
group understands 80% of the material being taught,

Students must show they are able to apply what they've
learned.

Competence in reading independently, little instruction
‘needed for independent work. High degree of accuracy.

Child, according to ability, must, either through testing,
written or oral, be able to understand and implement that
skill

Satisfy criteria.

I

In the skills area that they are working on, they must reach
a certain grade level before moving -to next uynit.

Have mastered sight wvocabulary, phonetic analysis,
- comprehension work sheets.

N ' Children must be able to recognize and utilize skill,
concept, vocabulary, etcs., at least 70% of time.,

Score of "R" for Ready at end of level.
. Acquire a needed gkill.

Complete all work I require,




Knowledge that they have knowledge of concepts and ability
to apply when needed.

To be able to work independently with the skill.

Demonstrates comprehension through proper utilization of
skill in contrived and new situations.

Mastery - fall in competency range area - if one particufar
naads re-enforced - continue, but reteach and supplement
the area of weakness.

Know the skill and apply it. -

S8atisfactorily pass Unit Tests and do well in Workbooks and
Skill Sheets.

At laaast S50% divareness of the skill or technique in the
N present skill or unit.

They can easily read and understand this level.

They are able to master a certain number of reading skills.

Have an understanding of the stor?-content - complete the
test with 90% .accuracy.

Comprahending éohcepts taught a?d ability Eo demonstrate
use of thosa concepts. . '

Each I.j‘.'h:l.ld must master all the words and skills taughtt on
that particular level.

A certialn score must be obtained.®

s JHastery of words ( recognition'and knqwledge') and at
least 75 = B5% comprehension. Child not frustrated.

i ' Ability to apply the skill at least 75% of the tinme.
Student must understand pasic concept and meet a standard.

Displays at least average competency with the skills at that
level,




Students must demonstrate attainment of skill through use of
the skill in decoding words (phonics).

Reasonable achievement beyond previous level.
11. PERGENTAGES

80% (frequently selected by teachers)

95% vocabulary.achievement

70% -

95%

At least 85% correct on skills.

A child has to perform at a 90% mastery.

80Z accuracy 80% of the time.

The student has about-85% comérehensibn or grasp of content.
.-Text definjtiop ~ usually 85-90% correct.

Mastery learning as described by Bloom consists of 80-90%
mastery by entire class.

. 75~80%
Perform better than 70%.
. N 98-992. -
) B af wofd recognition; 80% of skills.

80-90% accuracy on test.




IIL. _LESTS

80% on Wisconsin Design tests. 80% on.End of Book competency rests..
Muet pase on End of Level test with a score of 40 or better.

Scoring within a range required {n the diagnostic tesc.

100% of the gtudents show at least 80% c0nsistency on
teacher and basal material tests. b ..

Mastery as indicated by C.R.T. and Ginn- 360 End of BRook tests.
Passing basal text accordingly to Mastery test requirements.
Do adequately in unit tests.

;Obtain critical score or better on test from basal reader
series, ,

I feel they must have obtained a B grade or higher on a
test of that skill or unit.

Have knowledge of words at each level and have demonstrated .
their ability to achieve 'the skills for each level. The
skills are assessed by means of pre and post tests for
levels 3 to 9.

Check results of the Holt Unit Tests - children should
master skills, if not they receive prescription dittos.

Able to demonstrate by teacher made tests.

Being about to acore & satisfactory percentage on g i -
mastery test., . :

Have passed a post level test,

' The students must achieve ‘& score of 70% or better on a
teacher-developed test based on gkills and materials
studied,




