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J
PROGRAMS FOR CONTENT TEACHERS -
by
Jeannie L. Steele and James L. Laffey
J’ Hl(}HTk‘(}JMAYE'H'AL HAY n_c‘pN (f;r,;‘,:;,:g“;;,
) ) Jeannie L. Steele
A Q‘ ’ ' Joa‘FnWe(sANI[; r)nCI/-\‘jt;vtn:Syo;[—RMlm
BuCHION “;ufs”.ﬁi“’r‘.i’?- e Svercm At
. What do we know about inservice education from ‘paat research? =
-. e - While. the literature in reading oontains numeroua deecriptions of in-
. . - 5
oo service prograns, 1itt1e reeearch has been conducted on it. fven though the
}vesearch has been sparse, it has produced eome intereeting findinga. .

_ Austin and Morrison (1963) conducted a nationwide survey which examined
ways achool systens have attempted to increase teacher knoule‘dge and improve/
teacher performance in reading instruction. The investigators concluded |
-that maxw improvementa in programs in reading were needed. Their

:
‘ reco:mnendatiopa included the following: (1) that teachers be provided
o releaaed time, (2) that participanta be involved in plmni:ng ‘the program,
(3) that group aize be limitedo and (L) that case studiea and audio-visual
§ a E aida be ueed to make the leernim more realiatic. "“.

Another etudy by Adama (19614) attempted to analyze teacher responses to

N

~ .

o 8 queationmire deaigned to diecover teachera' inatructional neede in read-
0 » : ——— k_ - - — ot
7]

ing-' Two hundred and aixty-eight, random]y aelected teachera from firty-tuo

el
T

random].y eelected ecboola in Florida reeponded., The respondents identified
’4& ) ; 2 . . .‘. \ 3
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. 28§ areas in uhiCh greater understandihg was needed. Thehgreatest need

occurred in diagnosis and treatment of remedial reading problems and ways to

meet individual student differences
o . 1In an attempt to develop guidelinesyfor improving preservice and.in-
. service training, Smith, Otto, and Harty (1970) surveyed 225 elementary i
teachers. Regponeee were clagsiffed on the basis of each respondent'sg
present teaching level (primaryso;<intermediate). Thecresearchers {ound'
that primary yeachers were more satisfied with their Preservice training
tnan were intermediate teacheys. 'They.also discovered that teachers wdth
| ‘mone years of experience rated their preservice education pgher tns less.
— - eiper%ehced teachers. This finding may reveal the inedequacy of’retrgapect-
{ve research techniqueslmore than anything else.--In.the same‘StUdﬁa the
areas of greatesat felt neeo were in agreement with Adams' (1983) findings,
i.e., Providing for disabled readers and meeting indiVidGa; instructional
needs. B v . . ) ‘ ‘
. ‘. 'Thelgrowing body of literature in reading indicates that comprehensive
reading programs at the secondary level should include reading 1nstruction
l in. subJ£0$ metter areas. However, most secondary teachers have not had .
. preservice trgining in the teaching of reading. Smith ang gtto (1969)
.conducted a persqnsl reading 1mprovement course for secondary teachersg. Tﬁé
_ stated Purpose was to improve the reading epilities of the participantg.
The investigators also felt, however, that the course woqld be a way to con-
1nce eecondary teachers thétyreading instruotion 18 “appropriate beyond ‘"4
S ementary level. The techniques used by &he teachers te improve their own
 reading Skills_eould be appliediglthe secondary cleSSPOOm. Nineteen junior
35% genior high 8chool teacherg volunteered for thevcourse 'The'participants
Nere pretested with a standardized reading- test and an attitude inventory. .

The 1nventony assessed the teachers! attitudes toward reading instruction in.
~

T the content areas. The 88?“lﬁzent°ry Has used in a post test/along uith[///
another form of a standardiied_;eading test. The particlpants scored higher

N 4 2 B
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~on the postest in reading_ability but there were no positive chkanges in
attitude toward reading‘inetruction in conient arcas. This firding scems
to illuetrate that unless teachers are given specific instructionsl tools
to be ueeo.in a clessroom contentireading instruction, they will not. ohange
theif reading attitude toward reading instruction in that area. Ohe'weoki
after the‘conclusion of the cou;ee, however, thirteen~participants 1ndicateo
on a omegtionnaire thet they felt they were better able to 1mprove etudente'

reading because of the coursc. Eleven reported they were now willirg to

include reading instruction in their instructional programs .

S -

Most of the rese#rch dealing witﬁ inservﬁce programs in reading
descvlbee inservice projects with elementary teachers. It has been recom-
mendcd by Moburg (1972) that reaearch efforts in inservice educatJon be
expanded to includé programs and probleme in reading gt the 8 ondary level.,
'Neyeftneless, some research concerned with elementary school teachers re-
've;Jed findings per-i.mt to eecondary school reading programs. " Goodacre \k::/

and Clark (1971) compa: :d the responses of Scottish and English teachers of

s -~

fllsb and eccond grﬁée students. These researchers questioned the teachers

on classroom practice, profesexonal"preparation end teaching probJems‘and

\3‘ inservice reqnifements in reading. The resnlts Q;‘thie study retealed that

- h7% of,the Scettish toachers and él% of the Vnglishlteachere claimed that

they wene diss iefled with their preservice training uhile only 15% and B

e 4 -espectively ‘expressed satisfaction., In ident;fying topics of interest

s

.for inserviee work, the magority requested eid in dealing uith retarded

! Al .
N b

__xeaders. . . L ‘ ;

TN
N

Ina report which‘revieued‘teacher training in reading'instrnction. 1
Harr15.£l973) identified reasons for the failure ofieome inservice programs
as follovs: -(*) lack of pefSonal involvement on the partioipante; (2)'3“
Lo passive role for the teacher, (3) lack of feedback to partioipants abeﬁt
vhat *hey could do tc better their efforts; and, (L) purely verbal’ cutcome?

- #ith nothing concrete (i.e., useful instructional hateriale or<teac51ng
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Lcchuiquoq and ak{]is) to take back te the claseroom. -Harris cited a
nunber of recent trends as having promise for the improvement of inservice
training. They include clarification of objectian to be achieved, and
efforts to develop évalnativg procedures which measure kd&iledga and practi-
cal competency. i

Vhy is there a need for teacher irservice education?

Importance of the teacher

Authorities point to the important role of ‘the teacher in teaching

rezding. Harriﬁ (1973) cites the anndunced failure. of many federally‘funded

projects for raising the. reading ppriormance of the disadvantaged (including'

Title I nrOJecta and performsnce contracts) has demonstrated again the
importance of the teacher in the instruc“ional process.

In the area of reading instruction the teacher has been‘identifiad as
the crucial variable in the success or failure of the program. MNMohurg
(1972), in an intensive analy31s of inservice educafion, identified import-
ant assumptions with regard to teacher‘success in reading instructien. To
‘a great g&tent the quality of the teacher's professional preparation
determinss whethar the teacher will be successful. A teacher‘s preparation
sheuld consist of a coatinuous program of inservice instruction as‘well_as'
preservice course work. Regarcdless of the quality of preservice'proérams,
the latter are inadequate to maintain the teacher on;the Job. |

The charging role of the teacher ’

There is much confusion about tha rolefof the content teacher in-

teaching reading, The cliche, "Zvery teacher a teachar of reading,” has

.
beoen 1nterpreted by content teachers to mean the teaching of an entire
cwrriculum of readiang skilis ags +h° reading teacher would do (Herber, 1970).
Gontent téachers aircady laden with pressuras to e1pand their cEn curriculum
have rejec ted this roze. Lerba; believes +that content areca tea,hcrs are -

right in their rejection of this "readiné'teacher" role in their approach to

their students' prcblems in reading and unddrstanding thai: text. Rather,

o
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he invites teachers to employ en integreted approach in-whiph tue teacher
P

teaches the re adlﬂg gkills as they are needed for the studont to read and

understand tha cqntent of their textbooks.

There is a need for a wholc new strategy in teachirg reading
‘through content ares3, a strategy that uges what we know abouv
the direct tezching of reading but adopts that kncwledge to’
fit the structurs of and responsipilities for the total
curriculum in each content area. (Herber, 1970, p. 11)

|~

The need for teacher irservace trainlng s especialily evideﬁt vhen
ithe taacher is being agl ed to be more- than an'hnformation dispenaer' ' The 't
‘chers' role in teaching reading is :changing and the teacher must qu >/
‘equlppeQ‘to mee@ the changing role. He is challenged to emphaswze the 9‘
'\\ peans for acquiring, interpreting, and using knowledge independently.
. Indeed,.ﬁo ﬁake his students "independent learne:rs," as Herber suggasts,
) the teacher must be shown how to do these things. .

’

* Whether the learner is a student or his teacher, the learner .
must be shown how to perform the behavior requested of him; ‘
admonitions will not bring about the desired change. (Herber, |
1970, 1@ viii) )

Many educators believe that reading instruction is most effective
: : . /
vhen it is integrated into the curriculum, i.e., when the normal subject
maiter of the school curriculum is the content of the integration and
feading as a language activity is the process of the integration. Although
the taeehing of reading and evaluation of proficiency in content areas are -
at present not well developed, there are those wino believe as Niles augéests
Y .
that:

Ws areg%oving gradually to

meterials and regular daily|less¢rs of the course. It chould v ,
never have besn otherwise.( (Niles, 1965, p. 36) ' '

According

to Herber (1969).t ntent tezcher has two major

»

responsibilit es with respect to the curriculum. First, one must teach-

{ content-(l.e., a specific body of knowledge). This content includes infor-
- " . K b - - . J‘

mation which students acquire and concepts which are formed from seeing the

information and its sets of relatiohships. - Secondly, one mi

- t teach Erocess
Q S )
ERIC - | .6
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(i.e., the reading and thinkirg skilis necesaary to acquire the inform;tién
and apply the concepts).
The content afea teacher 1is principaliy concerncd about the information
and cénccpts contained in his curriculun. Nevertheless, the teacher aléo g
can teach students how to acquirgxthé informatién uqd ideas froh an éssigned
selection. To do this, however, the teacher must ca.refull}f examine each
asciznment in the éexf to determine the procésaes by which the students

obtain the information and form the concepts. The content teacher can then

show the students how to apg&y those processes he /has identified.) The

.

apperent conflict between the teaching of subJéct natter and the teachinp

of rzading is not a conflict at all if one views reading as & means and

not as an_eﬁd. Reading is a process, through which the ideas of a disclpline'
are le;nneq. ,
¥Specific dssunptions underlie this perspeetive of thcﬁﬁqtnré audr

purpose “of readiné in content aféés. These aséumptions are:

1. The teachers in,suﬁject matter classrooms\are interested in ,
practical solutiopé‘%o theiq students' prpblems and in’practical methods
td increase their own efficﬁency. | .

2. tudents;neﬁd'varying amounts of help rhngiﬁg from thé develop-
ment of basié éiilis in reading to the formulation end appliéation of

3. Earh dtudegt poésesses differéﬁt_styles and abilities wi%h‘rggard
1 Gthe reading-to-learn‘procéss"ﬂ(thé reading and think;ng and other
écﬁivitiés necessary for the-acquigitidn and aﬁplication of con;enta,

L, 'The_needs of students can‘be‘met if instrucfidn is designed to
meet- theix needs;'the%r neads are not ﬁet Qgcidentally or incideptaily;

5. The most logical place to provide needed iﬁstruction is in the
suhject &areas in which the -students’ neéd; areAmanifeséed.

: )

6. The most logical person to provide this instruction is the

teacher of the subject in which the §pgdents are ekperiencing difficplty.

'
N
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T« "That the content of matorxial det.erl;xincu the proéesa by wﬁich it.
is read. That is to say, the ideas to be acquired dictate th; manner in
'which the reader should respond to the materinl to ensure their acquiaition.”
(Herber, 19¢9, p. 3) ‘ ‘ | .

8. There should be a simultaneous teaching of content and process.
This should be done by puiding students in the applicatidﬁ of process so
that-they understand both it and the éoutent. dlh‘

.9. For integration 6ﬂ reading into the secondary curriculum the
subject matter is the content of that integration and'reading a8 a language
activity isvtbe process of that integrntio%.AA

These assumptions state and restate the idea that when we talk about
the integration of reading into the:sécondary‘curriculum, we are saying
that the normal subjegt matter of the school cﬁfriculum is the content of
that integration and reading as a language activity is the process of that
integration, This fusion of content and reading makes idservice programs
for the subject matter teachefiin the secondary school of extreme ﬁmport—

ance because the,conteht teacher is at the cutting edge of the fusion of

content and reading.
Inservice programs for the content area teacher should prepare the
teacher to meet the challenge of their "changing role" .and integrate the

_teaching of reading with content.

« .. Lack of Preservice Education in Téacher Training.

When tea?hers are graduated from accredited institutions and awarded
gtate certification it‘is Aften assumed that “hey posseas at least minimal
understanding of how to teach reading. Research indiéétes that this
certaihly is not the case! Roeder and Eller (1973;%69nducted a study to
ascerﬁaig £he number of-fQur yaar colleges.and universities in the U, S.
that requiféd eduéation students to take at léast one teaching of reading ,

course. They received usable responses from 860 schools which offered

accredited elementary sequences and 972 from secondary education schools.

Elﬁl(; h , o . * 8
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At the elbmentary lovel 97 requirced al leasl une nnsoo dn Aooding .Huf

at the secondary level 80£ of the colleges und universities did not require
)

a read}ng methodn course. At the junlor hlnh level 0% did not requlrn u
~~

—

reading course.
It is interesting that g9 early as 1961 the Harvard-Carnepie Study
recommended "that a course dn basic reading instruction be required of ‘all
- prospegtive secondary teachers," fAustin, 1961). Unfortunately, ns the
res<uerch rndicatcs; it npﬁearu that the colleges and universities which
~ train propective teachers have done little to implement necessary steps to
prepare the secondary teacher to meet the continuing needs of their
students in reading.
4 ' ‘\The certification.boards of states, as well as colteges, must assume‘
imuch ot the JEsponsibiiity for the lack of prepuration of secondary teachere
o
fer the task of teaching reading; A study of state certification require—
- ments conducted by Bader (1975) determined the extent to which states
wvere requiring secondary'teachers'to take reaaing courses. The results
indicate that 32? of the states require secondary reading preperation for

certification. Although this figure is far below\what is desireble, it

. C
does show an encouraging trend when compared to.thé\earlier findings of
- N A ~
Estes and Piercey (1973). Beder asserts that the number of states she

.

found. that :eduired secondary reading'courses "is an increase of 100

; \

percent over the study completed in 1973,"'(Bader, 1975, p. 237). It is
interesting to note that the 1975 study reportedtthat 55% of the state
certification boards either have or are considering a reading requirement

for secondary teachers. The Bader study seems to indicate that the state

——

fiding to the increasing demand for accountability in the

’ area of reading. .

| , Assuming }Jhat tl@ teacher shortave is _Qver for some “time ‘o came, %
‘ L <
time is right for uggrading professional standards to undergraduate

preservice programs and improving state certificaetion requirements. Locel

Q e ' - 9 5
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{ school boards can and should hecows mota aelacrtiva In nppointment
of only quélifiQd teachers. Hoﬁ?fu!ly, then, the teaching

. profounlonul <«ould not be cmbarrassed by {indltgs such as those
of a study‘by Gcgﬁlin and York (1970-71). The findings of
this #tucy indicated that some teachers aspigned to inservice
)Poaneuscd only hintmum funéffdnal literacy skiils themselves.

/rThe evidénce also réveuléé\that some paxticipants in teacher

training institutes functioned at reading levels that wére barecly
literate. These findings 1ndiéite the necessity for strict

evaluation of persons completing preservice teacher training and

- applying’for’etate teacher certification. >

§ummary-ana Conclusions

The importance of inservice training, especially for .
secondary teachers, 18 clear. 1In view of the-need for inservice
training it becomes increasingly important -that the inservice

be exemplary in nature. Those 19 positions of-leadership in

—

inservice workehops should learn from é:udieg of past training

and design Jbrkshops which truly meet the needs of the parfici—

pants.

A

We have established that teaclers as well as students must
. .(r .

“bé shown "how ‘to’’ do what 1s expected of them. They must become
personally involved with the learnihg task. They must also be
. . . N
provided with adegpate time to prepare concrete matexials for
use in théir"classtooms. After the initial use of materials
- . and ideas encouragement should be given to fiecld test the 1d§a§,
activities, und instructional tools in claseroom settings. The
ideas,. instructional tools, and activities " should be evaluated
. o ) : .
by students and'féachers. Appropriate changes ahould be made

when they are .needed.
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Inrervice education should provide teasens from a practical

L.
point of view tor the clasuroom teacher to put forth effort to

prepare the lnstructional tocls apd activitico. One effective
*

wiy this can be accomplished 18 for the 1natructorn to domonnt-ate
¢z "model" behaviors in the {nservice training they wish ghe

. .
tcichers to Incorporate in their individual clasareoms.

The rewainder of this papdk 14 a descriptive and evaluative
PR

study of an inservice workshop thc the authors fecl to be

. [ /
' czerplary in nature. The worKs&op was designed to train teachers

to Intcgrate the tcoching of readiag into the secondary sqhool

* .o N
v - .
cvrriculym,

.-

" _ lore specifically this study will explore the effects of

N

the anplication of spe'“fic strategies of teaching reading in

content arca‘ciasses..rl ese gstrategics were taught and the

'resulting tools designed in aa inservice workshop. A primary
" -«

objective of the study was to discover through opinionnaires,
obsé}vations and‘self réports. the effect of teachingffcading
in conteﬁt areas on teacher preparation, teaghgr diagnosis of
students' abilitiés, changes in teacher attiggéka, and students'

attitudes toward this integration of reading into the coatent

T

~rTea class.

" Specific questions which we will deal with in this report are:

1. What will teacher and student attitudes be toward the
: -

integration of reading in the content areas?
2. Will teachers Be better equipped to diagnose students'

strengths and weaknesses in reading the material of

their subject after a workshcp dealing with the B

integration of reading into the pecondary curricelum?

.

3. Will teachers be better prepared to meet the individual

a

neede.éf the students injfhe acquisition of skills,
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vocabulury, and concepts of subject matter arcas after’

the {nocrvice workshop?

i

Stratepier tor Integrating Reading {n the Secondary School)

In tﬁiu scction the literature and rescarch dealing yith
particular strategics used to integrate teading (n the !
curriculum will be reviewed. \ .

In identifying #hesc specific Btrnteglés we do not mean
to imply that they are the most 1mpértunt or the only toéln or
strategles available. Rather these particular sérategies
were specifically evaluated at the conclusion oflthc workshop
therefore, it is felt that their description at this point in
the study would be helpful. Many other strategies for integrating
téading in che‘content area were included in the workshop. -
Ei§hteen titles of the teaching-learning modules qoptaining
different strategies gre listed later in the actual description '

q

of the inservice workshop. .

Study ?&1de.' Content and process are the two important
elements in the curriculum. As defined carlier, content 18 the
information, ideas, and concepts which maketup an area of knowledge
while ptoceés refers to reading and thinking skills necessary
to écquire the content. Some teadiné_uuthotities believe that
1mprbved understanding of content and facility with process is
an objective of student learning and to accomplish this 6bject1ve
a étudeﬁt wmust' be guided by some structure which stimulates an

-
understanding of content and an application of process. The
development and use of study guides 18 as much a philosophy of
teaching as a specific teaching practice.(Earle, 1969). They
can guide thé gimultaneous development of skills and concepts,

in the classroom, under the direction of the regular teacher.

They are applied to regular course content and texts with
. . .

| | . 12 _ S
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‘ students erhibiting all ranges'of abilities.

The literature indicates that study guides have proved r

nﬁ

valuable in,various Ways.. Earle (1969) reported\dhat bothié? L
P ,

. teachers and;students reactff avorgbly to their use in a sma

X

- school in a.ruralarea'of centfal -New York. Durrell (1956)

2

'reported ‘tmproved comprehension and retention and increased

interest and attention to study tasks when study guideé, ere Fa u'ﬂ{g%f.

used. On a standardized test measuring,phjaics content, Herber

(1964) found statieticallv significant,differences in favor

o

"of students who used study guides. In comments on this

) study,'Herber stated:

% Above average students;.in advanced classes, can
benefit from instruction in reading related to their . ,
subject content. There i1s more to reading than
recognizing words, identifying and memorizing facts. =~
It is at the more sophisticated levels of performance ,
that instruction is needed. (Herber, 1964, p. 275)

Sanders. (1969) discusses the contribution of study guildes
1 O &

to social studies learning in a class of poor readers.' He .

-found the guides especially helpful to students_withlreading

" reading problems.

problems. These studies seem to indicate that study guldes

can be helpful to both advanced readers and students with \\§

Experts in reading have identified many purposessfor "W;MQ,E

7‘:
8 udy guides Some uses of the study guides were summarized
§ <

in a report by Vine (1967). According ‘to this author there

" are four major purposes: First, they provide guided practice

on skills needed to acquire information while, simultaneously,

providing guldance in the development of concepts; secondly,.

they provide for a range of ability and achievement levels to

_meet individual differences; third, they help develop thinking

abilities; and finally, they guide stu§ents to independence in

applying reading-thinking skills and forming concepts. Another .

N

»

13



. reading to subject matter

considered in this analysis. (1) Is it significant to the 4

not pertinent to the:topic of the guide)

'Niles (1964) identified four organizational patterns which

® -13-
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purpose not mentioned by Vine 1is.that study guides help teachers
. . -~ 7 L . . .

provide directed, organized, and integrated.instructionhrelating

the task of the construction and use’

Earle (1969) suru/yé

of study guides.\ Ac r/'ng to Earle one must first agﬁlyze the

assignment for,content. The teacher must decide what information .

.

to emphasize. Earle lists four questions that'should be

N
discipline? (2) Is it interesting to the student? (3) Is it
3
broadly applicable outside the: discipline? (4) Does it have

potential for attacking problems and issues of the present and

future? (Earle, 1969) Another question not mentioned by Barle N

‘but usdful in cénatmeingtptudy 3gui;dea',is :.<.:Wha:~.-in§qm=.i;9n -

‘should be excluded:from the guide? (i.e., what information in .

a lesson is relatively useless, out pf date information, or

Thé secqu task to be accomplished in preparing a study .

guide 18 to analyze the assignment for process. To make this

, analysis a teacher must identify how the material is organized,

determine what reading-tbinking saillsrare necessary to under- .4
stand the material, andﬂanawer the question of what people do
with the informatiom. |

To analyzelan:assignment for p:ocess a teacher could also
describe the information in terms of patterns of organization.
occur often"simple listing of details uhder a main topic, 6§
cause and*gffect (relating specific causes to specific effects),
comparison and contrast, and sequenceror time order. 5 ‘;_

. After the content amq_process of an assignment have been

identified the teacher needs to c%nsider the content and process

14

in relation to the students' abilities and achievement levels. \ .
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The study guide should provide diffaring amounts of assistance
depenﬂing upon the cOﬂPetency ‘of tha students and the difficulty
of the*&aterial.' Some Students would work only on Level T
T _. jcompﬁEhension‘queatiODB- Others would work on Level 4 interpre-
te@ion or Level 111 8PPlicati0n, depending upon their\need/for’””
éssistance and their 8bility to understand the material This
differentiation of questioning according to reading-abilitie%
* - R

of the students can leéad to a more successful learning-
. ST

experience.

. Structured<ggg§21§3. A tool for teaching reading in the
content area which attemptg to prepare students.for.new[learnlng
is‘the structured OV5‘6?2w. Estes and his colleagues (1969)
described it as a visual apnd verbal presentation of the key
vocabulary‘of a learning task. The basic nurnoses of the structured
overview are to: clarif§ the teacher's instructional objectives,
and provide studentB with an idea framework within which they
- can meaningfully organize information. ®
Earle (1969) presented dne following set of directions ,

"

for construction of 8 Btructured overview 1) Belect every word

v

that 'you intendwto usé that you feel is necessary to the students
‘ understanding of the materials to be presented; (é) take the |
list of words and 8ff808e, rearrange, and_add to thew unti]l -
you have a diagram which shows the relationahips that exist'
among the'ideas- (3) display the diagram and explain to the
students why you arranged the woxds as you did. . Estes (1969)
studied the use of the Structured overview and two other methods
of 1ntrodu_cing a readiﬂs selection to high school st\.fents'\. "The
-three méthods considered were the use of advanced.organi;ars,

the use 6f the structured overview, and the use of purpose.

\)‘ ' B . . ¢ 0a
IERJ!:‘ questions. -Thia researchey concluded that (1) under certain ]_ES
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The necessary word analysis skill whether 1t is'contextual -i'

] -15- .

N
retention to a greater extent than advanced organizers or purpose

-

questigns, and (2) under other ci;cumstances the structured )

overview appeared to facilitate -‘learning and retention in a manner

similar.to the advanced organizer.

~Skills teaching. The purpose of vocabulary skills teaching

is to increase the students' nbilities to derive meaning independently

f¥om unknown or little known words. Skills teaching consists of
. . i .

direct instruction in the analysis, pronunciation; and determination’

L

of meanings of key words or terms. Many of the terms designated

by use in the structured overview would be uaed in skills tea&hing.

R

EICE N 2T

’

analysis, structural analysis, dictionary usdﬁe or any of the’

other skills, is used to teach the students new vocabulary. For

-examﬁle, as teachers tefer to the structure of words, students

»p knowledge abcut Structure”which tney can applv independently

when confronting unfamiliar terms.

Vocebulery extension .exercises. Many studies indicate the
PRI ) N

value of emphasizing the teaching cf vocabulary 1in contert areas
(Hasselris, 1968; Fowler, 1965; DeBoer and Whipple, 1961).
Vocabulary extension exercises provide guided opportunities for

the student to increase his grasp of word meanings,'and explore

and veriiy ?eletionships. Some types of vocabulary extension

exercises include matching, word puzzlee, exetcises,icategotizing

" exercises, building words, unscrambling words, and word associaticns

exercises. - The poeaible types of vocabulary extension exercises

/).

are unlimited. (See Herber, 1969). ; J

16 .

-

: “3'
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Cloze Fest. An aCQurate evaluation of students e%)ec_encies

for the reading task 1is important in establishing realigeic

possibllities for the individual student as well as the entire

/ . . » AN
¢1388. . The cloze procedure was developed by Taylor (1953) md

18 hgged upop the psychological theory of closure. This theory .

scates that a peraon vants to ‘complete any 1ang age Pattern which

-

13
3¢ pot complece. In the cage of the cloze test the 1&nguage

*

. pattern is o passage from which evety nth word was’ Omitted.
v L | The great ease and Bpeed wich which jfi:i tests can be

A
constructed pake them ideally suited as me

eg of 8 Btydents'

. X :
a)ility to teed and comprehend the material, The cloZe test s
'is con ructed by selecting approximately 260 running words frem. )

the text‘of a 8specific subjecc matter field The first seqtence

& s

18 printea in 1ts entiretj; Next, one of the following five
words 18" deleted, This delemion of every -fifth word is continued
until fifey blaﬁks‘are made, The last sentence is f£0lloyed with "%;
a complete, unmutilated.BEntence. The ctudent 18 reqﬁired to

)> _ - £411 i gbefﬁlanka with‘hofas Ehatfhake sense. This tegt {g eaay

' cj score and interpret and ig a vélid ﬁéésure of a studeﬁcﬂgg.'

ability to comprehend Mee text. (Bormuth, 1967)

' This . brief description of’fhé instructional tools ig provided
merely to preéenc tﬂe reader Qich some information about the |

instructional tools and strgtcgies diSCusaed in the workghop.

Neither the research reportedon the tools, nor the descrs pcion';i

of the tools is meant to’ be‘comprehenaive.

P ) -

The ingervice program which produced the instructingl tcols

~

of this strudy wag held at Moncevideo High School in the ﬁbékin"ham
Efunty School Syscem in Virginia. Five high school teachers and

[ERJ}:‘ " one junior high teacher participated in the cwo-phase Program. . 1Y/
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The' participants were all volunteers and rece-ved\col1ege crcdit
- ) . .
! for the first phase of the program and could select vol‘ege A
. ] 8

credi* or finaﬁfial reimburstment for the second phase. The = =

instructor for both phases vas a col’eg° reading teaché% \‘\

-~

The first phase oé\the workshop was“conducted during a

V-s'-ixqeen-;week period from January-—May, 1975. This phasd of \she

worksh;§>qé? degigned to inform the p;§ticipants of basic» (\k : s
.y

t - B strategies necessary to integrate the teac éhg\of reading iqtd ' :
. /ﬂ/ 3 .

[ ‘\

‘the secondary school curriculum No specifi \Eeaching skills )
) have'beég 1dentified as:yalid'ortappropriate for the training '

of teacheks';o integrate reading in the secondary curriculum.

Howe< ever Herber and Sanders (1969) have identified ser‘es

< .
cf teaching skills which 1ead to higher levels of studeni access

L 3

"in subject matter classrooms. The work by these researchers is

suggestive.of some .of the specific skills secondary teachers czn

b

) ‘o . i ‘:) .
use for intergrzting the teaching of ‘reading with subject m&tter‘ B 4A.
- B q ) } ‘o .
content. These skills can be taught in inservice workshops. )

"Since the work by Herber and Sanders .was exploratory and since
- 1t haze been suggested by Otto and Eri\kson (1973) that the

Specific needs cf a teaching g"oup be identified by assessmnnt ‘

pr cedures‘ the skills for this workshop included’ a wide rang~

of techniqu 8 ccnsidered appropriat; to successfully teachino .
R @ ’

reading’ in secondar) school c1assxooms. The follow1ng set of

I

quoctives ve*c those presente ﬁéﬁ i§§? inservice participants:
: . ‘h
A ) locating aad using professional infhrmation,Q(Z) reoogn-zirg

i

paqd teacbirg word percepilon skills, (j,.specifying ”nstructional

F e objectives, 4) locating; and usiug apprdpriate inetructional .

>

_j 1 hacerials, (5) using appropriate classroom organizational techniques,
(6) recngnizing sound components of secondary reading programs,
7. séhting reasons for the necessity for teaching reading,in

[MC | subject matter clasgrooms, (8) relating reading and 1anguage "'1 8




N

s

-18-

-

to subject matter materisls: a definition, (9) assessing

\

~ gtudent readiné competencies; (10) constructirg and using .

study guides,s (11) organizing and using a.pertinent‘lesson’

- . v 2

J : : ,
fremework, (12) using individual and*small group reading

assignments, (13) recognizing and teaching vocabulary skilla,

* (14) using affective goat\‘in the reading and content classrooms, . I

(15) recognizing and teachipg comprehension skills, (16)
identifying 3eading versatility as a pertinent instructional
goal . Fron thig descriptive list of objectives, participants

were given an opportunity to master ten to twelve of the most
A - . . ' ) .
_mpoitunt. Importance in this instance was determined by the P

participZnts in light of their own teaching strengths, weaknesses,

and/or preferences. These instructional objectivee and the
a,ccmpanying materials were used to gulde the participants through
a serées of iearning activities. While it is not possible to-

. o
‘describe each instructional activity in detail, it is possible

.+ to describe the coumponents used in every instructional unit.

o
}

Each instructionsl unit contained theffoxlowing get of instructional

objectives: formative tests; a varietypf learning activities,

i.e., readiags, lecture, discussion, demon%tration, casgsette
tapes, and films a series of mastery or performance activities;
and student evaluation of all aspects of the instructional unit.

Dur*nw the first phase of the workshop the participants were

<~ -~

¢ {introduced to the basicﬂghéglatves and related descriptive

he 4

materials. In addition-tolﬁh ‘instructional units, other teaching1

' straCQOiesjwere used t5<introd e the students to the basic ccncepts
contained in the ins*rLc*ional unita. They included lecture,
Romunstration, ‘group discussion, role playing, independent reading
aand sfudy; individual confnrences with the instfuctor and guided
practice. A heavy emphasgmmin this portion of the #orlkshop as '_': ,-1-5)

>
'placed upon the ipstructor demonstrating in his presentations’ the



" workshop in their ciaesrobqf:

wascconducted. Th%\second phase -of the workshop was designed

 first series:

,
o
"\

techniques' the participants were' to use and evaluate {n their

]9~

-
-

classrooms. This in fact wds._ one of the basic ifquirements
L

- for all pax tiﬂipants in the worksh‘g’ They ‘had to field test .

the basig teachingvtocls diecussed and demonstrated in the

]

4 ‘ '
‘In an effort to ensure maximum application of the basic ~;

skills acquired in phase one of the workshop, a second phase

»

- - N

to provide the pafticipants time and guidance fogfconstructﬂng
. s ,Il ‘
the educational tools to which they were :::r)auced in the

o 4 e

To some extent this is'in response to beilman 8 (1966)

- observation that teachers are not able to assimilate all of a

-

group of techniques and ideas to which they' are exposed when =~ A

:mahy cong%gts are introduced. Ffom eur point of view it does

Tnnt seem reasonzble to expect application of new ideas and

concepts without further practical guided effort on the part

' of the teacher and the workehop instructor.

This second phase of the workshop was held during a

N

three-wzek pericd in ane, 1975. As stated earlier, there

-

were aig participants, five who taught at the high school and
one at the junior high level. The junior‘high school teacher
taught ?imedial reading. Three of the five at the high school

level we e-Englinfteachers, while one taught French and one

was a dlstlibuti}é'edgcation teacher. All had particlpated

in the first phase ef the "workshop. ’ hewever; some had not
meste:ed all the necesszry techniques for 3esig%}ng the teachié% '
ools ﬁhich vould be developed in phase 1I. At the begihning'

of this phase thetefore, the participanta reviewed their

rroriciency in the use of skills needed for intcgrating

reading instruction with subject patter. The participants -
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! y race&ﬁthemselves on-théir.ability to prepare appropfidte.

instructional tcols. Even thodgh this activity of evaluating

f i

5 '\ -
_,* participants' knowledge 1is general}y related to Aaron's (1965)

i
/

idea of invoiving participants in establishing the goals of /
s X : B . )
an inservice workshop, it is more directive‘end precise since

it provides the barticipants with an opporturnity .to assess their.
. ' ’ ' :

own knowledge related to specific substantive areas before x

determining their goals or objectives. Table I shows the resgults

o ] e :
of the teachers’ evaluation of their proficiency to perfo the

x, ' .
’ v

‘cpecific tasksdfaughf iﬁ‘Phase I of the two part workshop./ . c o,

- / | - TABLE I . /
. SKILLS AND COMPETENCIES ACGUIRED e
IN PHASE I OF THE WORKSHOP S
. (Frequencies) '
”'4"1 . o : f

P : . /

Cam-Do Can't Do Not Sure Totel

| { Skills and Competencies
- ) £ £ // £ £
\ » R | . .‘\";\ A{ . ] I;‘ . -
B — ‘ v J‘ :
v Construct & clozz test 4 . 1 -6
, Construct a group reading inventory l3 2 1 6
Use a readabiiity formula - 2 2 2 ' 6
, Use a standerdized reading test 2 /1 -3 6
i oo ~Perform a content_analysis 4 / 2 - 0 ' 6
Perform a process analysis - ' 2 .0 6
/ Coastruct a sfﬁdy guide. | .2 / 1 0 6
/ R ' ,
! Dcvelop a structured overview . & 2 0 6 . .
. B K 7 »
/ "Plan and prepare vocabulary extension /

- . exercises, . 4 /, 1 1 6
/ T [

3

r

{

! Mosd/participants reported that they had acquired some skill in

‘ S ‘
/; the use of diagnostic instruments, i.e., cloze test and group

/

/i reading inventory. Pércicipants indicated a lack of confidence

’,"’ ‘ r. 21

) with pre-designed instruments, suck as readebility formufas and
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standardized readﬂng tests. This may be explained by the cht < -
that the objéctives of the workshop were focused more‘on the

design and coﬁstruction of instr;ctional tooﬁfifgg/not the

use of pre-designed inatruments. Nearly all participants

indicated that Phase I had provided them with cbmpe:epciee .

<,

ngeded.to congtruct’ study guides and rélated tools which was,
. : . . g

;§'£act, one of the major objectives of Phase 1 of thé workshop?
A ' . . ' . .
- The informaticn gained from this self~evaluation checklist was

used to aséign independent work on instructional units and T 5
gulded work diﬁh,the,instructor to gain neéded competencies. .-
- B o \\ . @ .
The jointly determined group goals of the secomd phase

of the workshop included: (1)~§he development of instructional
, J .

tools thar allow the teacher to Qifferéntiate rehding assignments

o~ _ .
according to students' abilities; (2) the development of tools

x
to determine students' competencies to read the textual material;

14

L(3) the development of skills of performing content analysis of

\

textpél waterial; (4) and the develcpment of skills in performiag

iy .
jprocess anal&sis on textual material. R . - g*

!

/

‘  The workshop was individualized in that each participaét.
/ ; 7 .
/ set individual priorities for the development of special tools

)

i

/. by ranking them on a "1" (wost importént)-to'"S" (least importaut)
/  scale. The priorities in ter®s of workshop activitiesgwere the
instructional tools they developed during ?hase IT of the workshob.

// .Table II reflects the ranking of the participaats' choices.
/// . -

oy

/
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TABLE II L .
BANKED PRIORITIES OF PARTICIP&NTS ’
FOR THE WORKSHCP . &
Final Ranking _— " Rank Scpré

P

N

\\\Constﬁuct study guides for use with the text you use \

in class - . v ) 6
' . J
Prepare vocabulary extensionzéxercises y ! 17 ‘
b . v - ~
Develop structu'ed overviews . > 19
LR ’ . A
Construct group reading inventory for study skill ‘ , .
assegsment ‘ _ . : 26
LY . s . ) Q’ . " .
Construct cloze tests for student assessment and e ?f”¢‘“
. placement : - -0 26
. ‘ ) N

Tﬁe final ranking. for. the five activities vas détetﬁinéd
.“by’taking ;he,xé;king indices (1-5) item in thF priority list
and mulﬁiplying the tanking by the number of participania who
peleé:ed that :énking. f&r example, '"Construct study guides"
vas raiked 1b75 1nd1v-duals.n The raék scoré for that 1:&@
‘then was 6 (1 6 =6). Therefofe; in the table the samsller

- rank score fiems were rated as higher priority by more s

A

individuals. A

As the tablé indicates,\all participants reported the
constrection af. study‘éuidee as being most 1mportant. The

¥
Daxticipants raced the construction of other 1nstructionn1 too*s, !

/

.1.Q;, structurad overviews and vocabulary extension exezcises a8
&$ ﬁd§érc;e1y-£ﬁpo:tant. of least importance to the}participan§a
as an objective for the workshop was the éonstruction of:
da ennostic -tools, -i.e., cloze test and group reading 1nvenfo~y

Individual conferences with the instructor. and participanﬁs
vere keld throughout the ﬁorkehop,' The first such individual |

conferzcuces were held wirh each of the participants to set 23
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e sesul&s of the two . ///
discussion‘and decisiog/

-

. E’ indivtdual goals for the workshcp.

- v

‘Burvey tpols werc used as a basis fo

¢

I
‘

making for each of the partiéipants.

The actual tasks of :he’?orksho .were ac%omplished -

a

'

designed isstructional tools for use in their subject matter
] X . N . -

{
areas. T#e group shared ideas throygh discussion and through
P » ~ .

some preliminary evaluaticn/ of fhé\ipstructi&nal tools they
v _ - . o
pggkﬁred. Both individyal and group work was gulded by the

L 3 —_
instructor. Lectures were given as a review of basic concepts.

-

" They were also used to introduce new material to: the participants,

'azrief evaluative comment® by the ihstructbr élso served as a !
springboard for improvements in the design of the instructional

tools.APAlsq,the.instructor used the instructional techniques,
e . in his own Ee%ﬁﬂing that were tecommegded for use by the parti-
cipants whgngver poseible. T&}s proviéfd excellent examples
for the workshop group in "how to" desién and use fhe instructional
teols. fhe participarts were given'braétice using strategie?
l‘for integrating reading in the curriculum by working tcgether
on textusl material to analyze it for content and précess.
) - At the conclus{on of the workshoﬁ each participant was
5L fb acked to evaluate the.effectivgneSB of the ubrkshop progrém.' A
- series of evalvation q\Jest:ion.s vere lgrovided by t:he workshop‘
instructor to gulde éarticipants in their evalvation of workshop

acﬁivities. However, thzrparticipants also had an opportunity

¥, ¥4g/‘ }o_enaluate any acpects of the workskop in an open ended-manner. ‘

.
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~The Evaluation of the Wqrkshop

) B : .
Yo In order,&o evaluate the éffectiveness of both Phase I and II

| 3
of the workshop four evaluative activities wdte prepared and imple-

-« ~ -

. mentod. To determine the 1mpact on teacher attitude towgrd
integrating reading into their subject mattey material, an attitude
vcale was administered befd%e the workshop and after the workshop .
Secondl&,/the participants designed evéluation forms to measure the
teacher’a)reactions to the study guides and other instructionai tools . ‘f
after the; used them in the claassroom. Aleo the uorkéhop‘narticipants
e prepared evaluation forms torassess étudent reactionsﬁto the study
guides_after they had used thenm in the,cgassroom. Finally, the
teachers wzre asked to‘: spond )in writing to a ‘series ol quastions
related to the uorkshopﬁ\ At the same time they were invited to make

comments related to any agpect.of the workshop in'én.open-anded manner.

" The questions the participants were‘asked to. respond in uriting

’
' %) uere as follgws: ) *
l. Was PhaseiII of the workshop bd!pful?

2. Were you able to deve!.b,relevant instructional tools for

> classroom use?
3. In terms of your individual goals were you fible to meet
. the priorities you set at the geginning of the worksh0p7
li. As you gained insights during the course of the workshOp
did any of your priorities change? Did you add any‘to your 1ist?

5. Was there ample Opportunity to review the skills and

competeticies you acquired‘uuring Phése T of the workshOp%sP

The attitude 1nventgry used to measure changcs in teacher
attitudes toward integrating reading in the secondary curriculum was
: ]
( administered in the beginning and at the end of the inservice training.

] ) . a
Thegmost favorable possible response was a score of 70 and the nost o

‘enfdvoradle posaible respomee was ‘a score of 1. The avérage

Q -
" A . | 22{) . _ y
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S t ’ . .
score for the workshop partieipants was hS. This is,-for a1l practiral
purposes, a neutral responcse aud suggests that aQ\the beb;nnlng of the
. -
workshop participants were nalther'onoosed to or s?iportlve qf.the .

., Certainly, ig

‘integration of reading into the secohdary curricul
indivates no strongly held positioﬁ o{ the imporpance of their role
as one which involved development and ut;ligstidn of reéding.strategies. N

"Whln the partici;ants ﬁere surveyed at ihe conclggion of the
wogkshop, ihe i .éverqge aco#e was 56. This was a shift’in attitude -
ahahge and represents a more‘pgsitive undefatanding of the relationship
between the use readlng skills and s'cuden'csl ?%pac1ty to grasp the

ﬁ,w

textual material of content areas. More Spec1flcally, the progedures

in assessing the participants attidue was as follows.* l fourteon-;tcm P

& {

attitudp inventory (sqe‘Appsndix I) which makes use Lhe Liﬁert
method of susmated.raﬁing was used to measu;e chang Eeaqﬁer
attitudes “toward integnating reading in’the secondary sﬁr}isu&um.
- o The'instrument was designed %y Otto "to mecasure the direction and
1uten51ty of teachers' attitudes towardffeashing df‘reéQing in:the
content areas of the secondary curricslsm." (Otto, 1969, p. L9) The
attitude lnventory was administered to all partlcipants in the work-
shop on the first day of the inserV1ce tralnlng and again at thp
conclusion of the training.
The attitude inventory makes use ‘of the Likert scalihg”pgehniéue .
which assigne a scale vslue to each of the responses, ~Weights af -
5, It,; 3, 2, 1 were agsigned & priori to ihe respohse choices for the
positive items (items 2,3,L4,9,11,13, and 14) ‘and weights of 1,2,3,L, g
aind 5 werc assigned to the s;me choices for the negative items _ -
(item3'1,5,6,7,8,lb, and'12.) In this inventory for measﬁrihg changes
in teacher attitudes toward integrating reading in contes£ﬁsreas,

there are seven positive and seven negative items. The following

values from the attitude sesale are revealing:
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1 X s = 70 (most favus alleo 2 woponna) . o .

1 X 3 - L& (a neutral responss)

k4

A
"

b o X1 = 1 (Most unfavorable attitude)
1 v 4
The scores for any individual will fall between 7§ and IH( above 14,2

v .

if'attitudes tend to be favorable and below 42 if attitudes tend to

e unfavorsble. . o -
As mentioned previously, there was a shift from a\grg;?orkshop
’ ' >
‘ score of hS to a post workshop', score of 56. The shift is in the

' positive direction and indioates thst the participants at least recog- .o
. _ nize the importance of integrating the.teachingﬂ‘. reading along wikh
subjectvmatter. | o
A eight;item questionnaire (Appendix II) was used to.obtain‘h
student evaluations of the'teacher-developed study guides. The ques-
‘ tionnaire was constructed by the participants in the inservice work-
shop The questionnaire was administered at the completion ofleach

unit for which study guides were used. The student responses were

s

anonymous. .
The student evaluation questionnaire is-both closed and open
fora. Respondents were agked to,evaiuate‘the study guides by.resgonding‘
- rither "yes" or "noj to six evaluative statements concerning the study
guides. In addition, students were encouraged to provide suggestions
for impndﬁﬁng‘the study guides. These unrestricted comments further
pinpointed strengths and weaknesses in the guides. !
The studentsi evaluaticn of the teacher-developed study guides
re exisemely positive regarding the lepfulness of the guides and,
in general, the skill of the teachers?in developing the guides. Tablz I
/ : depiets_the students' responses to ouestions about the study guides.
Approximatel& 150 guides were evaiuated althoughythe_number varies

i

from question to question since students did not alwaye respond to g

2%

every question. . . om
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o "~ TABLE I
\ ’ | -
- ' STUDENT EVALUATIONS OF STUDY GUIDES ‘PERCENTAOES)
- Items. Yes No
. Ly .
1. All questions were clearly stated. 68.1 11.9
# 2. All vords in the questions were 3
. familiar to me. . . 81.8 18.2
3 \I found it easy. te find answers to the 4
questions in the ¥exts 91.0 9
L. The vocabulary exercises helped me )
» understand the reading material. 92.L 7.6
5. The level of 'difficulty of. the ‘ =
questions was realistic. 90.1 9.9
6. Did the study guide help you understand o
" the assigmment. . 9L.5 5.5
’ ¢
S
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l
The cqnstruct?on'fechﬁiqqes of the gtﬁdy guides are reXlective
of a diagnostic aftiiude tbﬁé}d.teééhing{learhing‘developed in the
workshop. For example, qyeétions (2) "All words in“the”questions
were familiar to me.", and (5) "The level of difficulty of the
questions was realistic." evaluate the teacﬁersf-ability to diagnose
the competencieé of their étudents and us; this’diagnosis in &eveloping
study guides which ar; appropriate for their stddents,
The‘stud;nts' evaluation of :-the étudy gﬁides indicate that most
‘of the teachers diagnosed their studenéé competencies accurately and
thexlreflected this diagnosis in the construction of study guides.
81.8% of the students indicated that - the teag;ers used worlls in the
questions- that were understood by theﬁ. This suggests that the
teachers were able to édcurately identify the reading levels of their _
studenss and use this knowledge in constructing,the guides. :
~. .+ . A larger percentage_k?O.l) of the students indicated that the
Tevel of diffiéulty of fhe questions was realistic. A typical
~ comment about the difficulty .of the study guide was: "It was Just
right. I could not find the answers in'a;big hurry". Obvipusly,.
the students feit the study guides wereﬂdestgned dt appropriate levls
of difficulty.- ' B
h It is instructive to recognize the negative percentages for
. questions (1) and (2). While low they seem to Suggest that teachers
weré not always careful to select'words within the vocabularies of
their students and state fﬁé questiens clearly. Hdst of the—students'
who responded‘"no" to question (i) indicated in their written comments
that they did not understahd the questions becausegﬁpé words used ﬁere

too difficult. Typical comments included: "I don't get all the words,"

and "it had_some.hard words in it."

Y
o

Question (2) reflects the same problem and shows the need for

being extremely careful in the selection of words for questions.
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It shouid be noted thaﬁ interpretation of thesg "'no" percentages is
complicated 6y the fact that some of the '‘study guides were designed
for a French class. In fact, 6ne French student indicated that he'
should have been familiar with the Hords'when he stated: "I had to
look up a few wor buf I should have known them." Many students who
responded pdsitive to questions (1) and (2) made comments similar . .
: tos the student who observed: "I liked the questions-they made me think}'.
Items (4) and (g) indicate almost total consensus. among students
as to the value of study guides in enabling them to bette; understand
the content area material. 92.4% of the students felt that the vocab- /
ulary exercises helped them to understand the reading material. Some

typical comments about the use of vocabulary exercises weres "They

definitely helped!"; "It made the story easier to understand. I wish
you would do'if ail the time."; "Yes, it helped a lotlﬁ; "L could
read without laoking the words up."; and, "It made it more interesting.”
: Nearly 95% of the students indicated that the sfﬁdy éﬁidés
helped them understand the assignmént. JThe posifive responses df
students were reflected in such observations as: "I think tﬁeﬁstudy
guides helped make things clearer"; "It made you think about what

you read";:and, "I like them. They help you.qith important things." »

Certalnly the very positive evaluation reflected in all'iteﬁs but. ‘

especially in items (L) and (6) indicate that the students' believe

that guides are extremely helpful in understanding content area

readiné material. ' -

_ Herber (1970) has identified one of thermajor outcomes of

integrating readiﬁé with content as enabling students to become "iﬁdé-

pendent iearners". Throu ghout the students' commenps about stﬁdy

guides references were made to the factuphqt the study guides méde N
.L\\\ the students think. The comment bf one student clearly shogs the

30
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independently. The student observed you get more out of things
that you f£ind out by yourself than when the teacher tells you
 wifat it 1s." Another student indicated that he'enjoyed being °
encouraéed to think for himself. He commented:v"I think the
study’gnides are good because we had to think more about the
story and ourselves."
In evalnating the stndy guides there\was marked agrhement
-vgé' o between student and teacher evaluations. Table II reports the‘

S rank ordering of the teachers' evaluations of twenty three

‘

\different study guides.
The teachers' form for evaluating study guides (See Appendix
4’_;’:;>III) was designed by the workshop participants. It is a clpsed fgtm
opiniommaire which elicits responses to fourteen questiona.a_
Respondents check T (strongly agree), " (agree), nae (uncaruain),
g (disagree). or‘ﬁS" (stronﬂly disagree) The questions were
devised to evaluate how adéquately each study guide covered
' the basic objectives of the‘guide as well as'whether or not it
’ possessed the salient features of a well constructured guide.
Tbe teachers responded to ?his questionnaire after each study
guide had been developed and used. The teachers' form for.
evaluating study guid®® was tallied and given a rank'score.'
The final rsnkiscore was deter:ined by tshing the ranking
index (1-5) item and multiplying the ranking by'the’nunber of
participants who selected the ranking. For example, 1f 6 teachers
‘check item 1 (strongly agree) for a given question, the rank
score for/fhat question will be 6 (1 x 6 = 6). Each question
received a sepsrate rank score. The‘questions were placed in
VA 'f rank order according to their rank score.
" In Table: II,)the reader will find in the extreme left
hand #olumn a ‘final ranking for the itéms. The rank of (1)

FRIC o micat’ee thé highest agreement smong the teacheérs while the 31
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rank ©f (14) indirnuca the lowwet apsvewstt. IN€ Dumbus du
parenthesig indicates the number of teacheraAphat selected
that Ténking for a particular item. For eiéﬁble,'ifém one
ghow8 13 hegide rank one (acrohglf\agree), 8 (agrée) Bée;de , N
rank tWO -gngq (2) beside rank three (uncertain). This 4qd1cétea

chat'the teachers' "strongly agree" ﬁhatAl3'o§'the study gﬁide;

. encouTaged active involvement of the students while 8 "agreed"

and 2 Were "ypcertain."

32
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~ TABLE 11

!

TEACHER'S EVALUATION
OF STUDY GUIDES

Final Ranking

Strongly

. Agree

ee

Untettéid

Disagree

Disagree

5.5

5.5

The study gulde encouraged acti

involvement of the students.

Study guides enabled the students
to be mdre independently successfu
readers than they would have been
without study guides.

The study .guide ‘encouraged positive
attitudes in the students. )

P :
The content analysis uncovered the
most essential material.

The directions were complete and
clear.

The words used in the questions -
were at a level comprehensible
to students.

The vocabulary extension exercises
were designed so that the students
could gain an understanding of the
words without over-use of a
dictionary.

The process. analysis helped
identify the reading, listening,
and discussion activities
necessary to acquire the 1nfor-

. mation.

9.

10.

11.

12,

14.

There was a aufficient number of
questions.'

The content analysis enabied me//
to j{dentify the most important
subject matter to teach.

The levels of questions were
properly differentiated.

The study guide identified the

.words the students did not know.

There was sufficient variety in
the way the study guldes were

developed.

Assignments reflected different
learning styles.

.

1(13)

1(12)

1(10)

1(7)

1(7)

1(10)

1(8)

1(7)

1(6)

1(6)

1(9)

1(3)

1(1)

2(8)_3(2) 4

2010 3 4

2(11)
2(12)

2(16) 3

2016} 3

2(10) 3(2)

2a12) 3(3)

2(12) 3(4)

2(12)
2(12)‘3(5)

2(;) 3(5)

2(13)[ 3(6) |

2(8) | 3(13)

3(5)

- | Strongly

U"n

41} 5

4(2) 15

41} 5

)
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.in the construction of study guides. Most of the.teachers state

- that theif guldes rcflected accurate coutent q?ﬁ’ys 3. Howecver,
8 me,teﬁchers indicated uncertainty about chei;lprégiciency in
p rforﬁiné content analysis. on some material. Eﬁ&s may ouggest‘
a lack of'experience in identifying essential m?éerial a

Py

. 7
shortcoming which could be overcome with conti%ued‘uqé and
e «

/

construction of guides. / p

/

Item 5.5, '"the words in the questions were at aﬁlevel
T .
comprehensible to the students;” reveals so@q digpaf‘Fy when
compared with item (2) of the students evaldhgion, "th words’

in the questions were familiar to me,'’ Thelgﬁhcheiavtillagfeedk'

om .

that the words used in the guides could be underscoéqﬂpy their

E : A RN
students. However, nearly 20% of the studenta“stédifthat some
of the words were not familiar to them. Thisﬂhugéeﬁbpgthﬁt in
preparation of guides teachers must be careful to sé%éctk%ords

. . .

their students know and understand. Also, tad@herslahoufd use
‘ . by s

4

gtudent evaluations to improve” the partiéuli:;?pideg in ‘which
..} »

vocabulary problems have been identified. ;

¥ 1

The teachers recognized the importance of petfoé&ﬁﬂﬁ'process

——

analysis, i.e., identification of the readi;ﬁ and t£¥§king skills

necessary to read and understand the mateﬁial,ziy c0nstructing~

- LI .

study gdideé. Item eight depicts their agreeﬁén 7 with regard to
the importance of process analysis in identifying the reading,

4

listening, and discussion activities necesséry to acquire the
information.

" The teachers expressed least consensus regarding items (13)
and (14) which evaiuace the guides ability to meet the needs of
students varying léarning styles.

In addition to the structured teacher's evaluation form, par-
ticipants were asked to write a narrative evaluation of the in-ser-
vice workshop. These evaluations were without exception extremely

possitive about the value of the workshop. Participants were asked
to respond to specific questions relpted to the workshop. )

- 34
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In answering these questions, which were enumerated above, all
the tedchers stated that Phase II of the workshop was extremely

helpful and was the logical follow-up to Phase I of the

workshop.

In evaluating their development of instructional tools

\ for use in their clasgrooms the participanté expressed detis—

faction with their work. One teacher constructed cloze tests,

structured overviewq; informal reading;inventoriea, and study

guides for all nineteen cﬁapters of his textbook. Others,
:Uwhd(EEE}.not this productive, did feel they accomplished a

gigét deal and that they were prepared to continue the development

of instructional materials on their own. As one teacher stated:

I can now devise materials with ease and comfidence,
on my own, to meet specific needs of students.

The participante were asked to evaluate, in terms of their
own individual goals, whether or not they meet the priorities
they set at the beginning of the workshop. Some felt that they

had met all their priorities while others stated that time
I3 ° v
limited thefr accomplishments.. As one teacher observed:

I have developed several of each of the major instructional
tools to be used in my own instructional area. ;'My only -

regret is that 1 was unable to work up these reading skills _
tools for all“of my courses. Time limited me to two course .
preparations.

Another participant evaluated his work in this way-

I established priorities along the lines of cloze tests,
group reading inventories, structured overviews and
study guides. For one course, Mzss Media, I met all
priorities and feel ready to give additional help in
reading assignments in this class. I also prepared a
cloze test and several study guides for material in a
second Englisﬂ course although, I did not complete all
steps involved i outlining this class, I feel that I
have made a valuable beginning both with it and with
applying a similar method b other. courses.

The participants were asked if they changed any of, their
individual priorities as they gained insights during the course

of.the workshop. -Some of the teacthers thought that they set 35
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their priov#los nccurately in the baziqniﬁa of Phase I1 of

-

the workshop. Others added priorities to their original goals.
One teacher expanded his goals and planned to establigp g
library in his classroom. He commented:

I have gained a new awareness of the‘;mportance of
reading in all areas of education. I gm in the process of
setting up a corner library for students in ?Y Toom.

All of the workshop participants in Phage II thought that
there was ample time to review the skills apnd competencjes they
acquired during Phase I of the workshop. Many of the teachers

stated that the practice in actually designing the ingtryctional

k]

tools they learned about in Phase I enaﬁled them tO better
understand what they Rad learned. One participant Obaserved:

Through actually designing teaching toolg to deal
with specific reading needs of studentg I was able .

o fully understand the value and application of the
techniques I learned in Phase I.

The teachers identified the development of inﬁtructional‘

-

tools for integrating reading in their content area as gpe of
the most important outcomes of the inservice training, Ag one”
" teacher stated:

This workshop enabled me to review the pgsic 1nstryctional
tools we learned in the reading course, But mOSt jmportant
of all, we were given valuable individya]l help in developing
these tools for use in our own classroop.

Another participant observed that the yorkshop Provyided
confidence with regard to the quality of the instructiopng]
tools developed in the tfaining.

Although I consider myself a very congcientiOus teacher,
I am certain I would never have accomp]jighed On my gun
as much as I was able to do in this workshop. Even 1f
I had worked out a few guides; I would pot have the
confidence in their effectiveness that 1 pow have,

In summarizing the value of the workshop one Participant’

express2d the attitude of the teachers toward the inseryice

training:

Over-all, I feel\thnf/this workshop hag provided me with
the most valuable practical help I have ever sained from
an educatiop ‘course.

36
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In the cocendary achonal tho tearhing of ~T— 72
raading should be tho rosponsibllity of
reading teachore only.

A0

Secondarygchool teachars can teach 1 2 3 L
roading effoctively wlthout specioel univ~

eralty couraas in mothods of tcachlng

reading.

Tha tcaching of reading skills can be in- 1 2 3 N 5
cerporated into content area courses ' ' .
without interfering jrith the major ob-
Joctives of those cotraus. N
y shcomdary school teacher who aseigns 1 2 3 n 5
quding should toach his or har students -
to read what ig assigned.

Vith rare exceptions, students should know 1 2 3 L 5
what there 1ls to know abcut roading before

thoy are permitted to leoave the elementary

school.

Only remedial reacing should bs necessary 1 2 3 L 5
in tho sezcndary school and that should be ,
done by remodial reading teachors in
epeciol oldssces. .

A%2 8

Teachjng reading is a technical process 1 2 3 L
that gecondary school teachars genorally
Iknow nothing about.,

Sacendsry echool teachars cannot teach 1 2 3 L S
recding without special material dosigned. .
for that purpoca.

Teaching reading 1s a necossary and 1 2 g' 3 L S
legltimate part.of teaching any content ’
course in the sacondary school.

-
n
W
&
vt

Teaching reading takes all the fun out of

‘teaching at ths secondary school level.

Every secondary- school teacher should te 1 2 3 L4 -5
a taacher of reading.

At 4he sacondary school lavasl studenta 1 2. 3 L [
want to learn content, not how to read, ;

Integrating tha teaching of reading with 1 2 3 L 5
the leaching of sposific content can bs as .

teaching content only.
Ccntent area tsachors in the secondary 1 2 3 L 5

school are probably morae ccmpotent to teach
the reading skllls nasded for thair sub-
Jects than apecial reading teachers.
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APPENDIX II

‘ Form for Student Evaluation of the Study Guildes

»:
’

.-

DIRECTIONS:: Read the statements carefully and check either "yes"
or "no'. For each "no" please suggest improvements
needed. You need not gign your name. Thank you for
your evaluation. It will be of help in {mproving
the study guide for future use.

, . Yes

1. All questions were clearly stated.

i
Comment :

2. All words in:the questions were familiar to me.

'Comment:

3. I found it easy to find the answers to the
qﬁestions in the text.

\
Comment :
4, The)vocabulary exercises helped me understand
the readiqg material. ’

Comment :

5. The level of difficulty of the questions was
realistic. . ‘

Comment:

6. Did the study guide help you undérstand the
assignment?

Comment :

7. What wap'the most helpful part of the study gﬁide to you?

No

-

8. What do‘you feel should have been included that was not?
L




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The content analysis uncovered the most

--questions.

. R - APPENDIX III

Teacher's Form for Evaluating Study Guides

-

essential material.
The directions were complete and clear.

The levels of questions were properly
differthiated.

The words'used in the questions were
at a level comprehensible to students.

There was é sufficient number.of

»
The study gulde identified the words:
students did not know. .

K

the

<

The vocabulary'extension exerciseﬁawere
designed so that the students could gain

- an understanding of the words without

over-uge of a dictionmary.

There was sufficient variety iﬁ the way

the study guides were developed.

Assignments reflecied different
learning styles.

The study guide encouraged active
involvement of the students.

. The study guide encouraged positive

attitudes in the.students.

The process analysis helped identify
the reading, listening, and discussion
activities neceésary to acquire the
information.

L3

The content analysis enabled me to
identify the most important subject
matter to teach.

Study guides enabled the students to be
more independently successful readers
than they would have been without study
guides.
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15, Identify the ﬁhree (3) 'strongest features of the study guide: -

e o

¢
16. Identify the three (3) weakest features of the study guide:
- ﬁ
~ . .‘\‘ ~
, , ’
) . - l
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