b N

"ED 217 389 - -

¥
’

DOCUMENT RESUME

T CS 006 701
‘ _ ‘ ;
AUTHOR -. Vacca, Richard T.; Gove, Mary K. v ¥ . v
. TITLE Teacher Reflections on the Use and Adaptation of
.- Instructional Innovation Presented during Staff . -
_ Development.: ° - ol : .
PUB DATE Mar 82 , : ' v
. NQTE - 26p.; Paper presented at thg Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (New York,
NY, March 19-23, 1982),. ~ ‘ .
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

*Attitude Change; Change Strategies; *Content Area .
Reading; *Faculty Development; *Instructional
Innovation; *Reading Research’; Secondary Education;
Secondary .School Teachers; *Teacher Attitudes;
Teacher ‘Response

DESCRIPTORS -’

N

ABSTRACT L : . : . ‘

} A study examined the factors that seemed to affect
th& way teachers adapted the crfitical components of content area
reading innovations that were presented to them in h"3-year gtaff
development project. In the first year of tHe project, 23 hi§2n5£h°°1
content area teachers were interviewed concerning their use, i
content area reading instruction, of such critical cemponents as
reading guides, devices to introduce :and reinforce content area

‘vocabulary, ways of establishing purposes for reading, ways for

“involving students .in class discussions about their reading, and ways
to elicit responses from sg:?ents concerning their answers to
questions in reading guides:-During the following two years, tRese

~ components were presented and developed in workshop sessions and v

_ demonstrated in classrooms. In addition, participating teachers
worked with a staff developer in devising content area reading t
lessons for use in their classrooms, and many were also hiféd to
develop content area reading lessons during the summer. At the end of
the project, the teachers, were again intervievwed to determine why, to -
what extent, and under what conditions they had used the innovative
lessons. The interviews were supported with observations -and an
analysis of materials developed by the teachers. The findings
revealed that most of the teachers only use components of thé content’
area reading innovation in a mechanical .way. Interview data suggested
that this was due to the pressures of time and energy that most =~ =~ :

* teachers felt. (A copy of the interview form is included.) (FL) * . .

-

}

i

: ”
. . _ . y ]

» - LIS .
. : .. ’ ! , - ;j
r~ ‘ . Lo S
, .

AR AR AR AR RRRARRRRKKRRK KKK *********k****************Q*;ﬁi:;*********'; ;'

*  Réproductions supplied by EDRS are the~best_that1cah made’ - * i
b . from the original document. . * =
; *********fﬁ****f&************ﬁk*ﬁ***********t*******f****(*************
¢ o~ .‘ ,“‘ ’ L3 '
; Q . . - L - .
SR .o M AT . S = 5




. ‘ -~ . ’ .
. . U.S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ¢+ )
Y- \ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION )
| ’ EPUCATIONATQRESOURCES INFORMATION *
E i ) JENTER (ERIC) . v '
. hes documenty has been feproduced as A . ¢
) - ‘recewved from the Derson oOr organizaton .
! [} : onguna{:\g 1t .
Minor nges have bgen made 10 1mprove | )
o . reproduction Guality = ,
w L4 I TPoml; o;vTev;o' ;mons stated in this docu
;‘ ment do not necessarily represent otficial NIE N .
: ma poSition of policy ! Y e
‘ I . . .
. N - . ‘ .
5 —i -
o e -
. C;J v . 5 . .
’_ u ’ 8 .
| . ‘
| : . )
| TEACHER REFLECTIONS ON THE USE‘AND ADAPTATION
« OF INSTRUCTIONAL INNOVATION PRESENTED i o
. ¢ . R .
’ ‘DURING STAFE DEVELOPMENT )
.o , , |
v M— & B \
| _ ‘ \ . -
| ] Richard T. Vacca R
i T Department of Curriculum and Instruction ' -
Li o L A _ . _ I o _ N e _ - . J—
L * Kent State University i e
| . . p
| ) ‘ “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
| ¢ : . MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY _
Richard T. Vacca
? ’ o e 1 s E
| . Mary K. Gove . |
| - 2 !
| Mary K, Gove ' .
| y TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES . ..
3 ) : ) INFORMATION _CENTER (ERIC).”
‘ @, East Cleveland Public Schools ‘ ) : 1
* ' ! (= * * )
) . . . \ . - .
. . ‘ . . .
* - ' LA N
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
- . r - .
N "American Educational Research Association}, New. York
3 - .
) - March 20, 1982, Session 19.16
\o * , ! % - >
Y ) ¢ ] ,
.k' , - . L ) . - .
> \Ng. ' .o , el - ' o
-, b ) . \ ' ) Y . f: '5.' ~ ] - , < i )
. B - » y - . . ot o R T >
ﬂ{ .\ ¢ - 28 H A - v ..A{i"'ﬂ ‘*f b v
el \‘1 R . 3 . L LT 2 ot . };__ ~ 7 - .
e . T LK — .
= ERIC Cr o e lad bl T e T e
. n.urmlmn: ) s , , 1'. .- A ‘5 'Mq ., - - . /‘: ar - ‘: . " . 3




’ “ ]
,TEACHER REFLECTIONS ON THE USE'AND ADAPTATION OF
"‘ INSTRUCTIONAL INNOVATION PRESENTED DUR&NG STAFF

DEVELOPMENT

~ ' i : Richard T. Vacca

Kent State University .-

. o 1 Mary K. Gove -
J East CleVeland Publics Schools
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- Implementation of educational innovation is at best a complex and
dynamic prodcess. How teachers use, adapt, and incorporate an innova-

tion into instructional routines follows no _easy path or preestablished‘

- - 4 ] \} d
operatlonal pattern of behav1or, even when the innovation calls for a

high’degree of fidelity during implementation. (Heck, et al., 1981).

Even the most specific, clearly de11neated 1nnovatlon often succumbs

to some sort of adaptation and modification when used in an instruc~

I3

vtidnal situation.  Recent evaluation research on implementation supports
i ’ ‘

»

the phenemenon that there does not exist an innovapion that cannot or
L]

* . . .
will not pée adapte&\and modified by those who use it (Rutherfors, 1978;:

A A Y . N . y = *
Heck, 1979). v . . ] .

- 1n:this study we attempted to get cleser to'an understanding of

) ﬁwh§, to what, extent, and under what Sonditions a group.of ninth grade

R content area teachers in a large, urban échool disttict implemented a .

.. i particular set of reading innovations (Hérber, 1978; Vacca, 1981) within
- . 2]
v “the context of helping students Iearn from t;;tbéoks. Content ‘area -
N ,( -
readinglas~a curriculum innovation s a composite: of 'many major features

~ %, LI . * ~




By ’ S A : ‘ -
or critical components which are reflected in teacher bghaviors, student .

, . : i .
learning activitiéa, and adjunct materials devised by teachers to facil- ! r

T v
’

itate learning-from-text objectives. Moreover, there are no prepaokaged,

. - L4 .
set patterns of use for the components of content area reading innovation.

.
~

Variations, the d1fferent ways 1n whlch the components “can be operation-.

4
&

alized.durrpg teaching, are often recommended to teachers by<staffideve1f

. ¢
“ opment’ leaders or_professional textbook writers. . i Y, ’
< : o L .-
- From tﬁe.point of view 6% impleﬁehtation, then,'content drea readi .
ing must be looned at from a process perepecﬁire as opposed to a fideiity ‘
perspective (Fullan and Pomrret, 1977).' As an innovation, reading |
content areas reflecb&brdadscope change which encourages teachers t
‘ : - transform innovative “stxategies .to meet.the oonceptual and etructu
, ‘ demands inherent in their text materials. Since these demands wri
. ) from oontent area to content area and from texobook to textbook,#Zit is
L ”"fo'unfEQiI;£i§~?}?£bc unéééiZQEIé, ta prepackage contenr area reaéing ‘ :
. 1nnovat10n or to specify highly preScribed procedures g/;.implgmentation. ’

- The teachers who particpated in this study were introdué?d to content ’

area readln; innovation through a building—lnltlated staff fgvelopment ..‘g
- * project which emplo;ed_a full-time reading consultant/dexﬂg;per as part ,

3 of the teaonihg staff. The staff deVelopment project‘wi}: ased on.four o
assumotions derlged from recent research on tne‘ehange'giocees on adoﬁt—’ Y
ing educational innovation}(Hail et, al., i975 Joyce, gld Showers, 1980) "

B -
- T, School-wide change is accomplished by indivfjuals,% '
’ . L2, lChanée An individuais qeeurs, in&itagea. . l N BN '
. T 2 .
\ 3. Different’ staff development procedures img et individuals - -
differentially B , . ~ ég%.:'v? L R .
4, The stages of the partieipating teaehéréﬁﬁeed to~be SN o

considered in the planning;of staff'de%?‘%pment activities®

¥ » .
JEs "

ic, USRS

. oo
i e R . S,
. B £ - =L e, 7




: With respect to the fdirst assumption, Bra%at.(l9]9) h&s suggested that '

"We remember that school programs are implemented one teacher at a time.
. . . 4 »“‘ s -v\% . ’ ,
They are successful and long lasting to the extent that each teacher

[ understands theqﬂ accepts them and knows how to make them work." (p. 195)
. ¥ , . _ -~ . ~
' Thus, the content area reading staff developmz?t project focussed on the

individual teacher as she or he initially ﬁer eived various comporfents

‘

of the innovatian and later -attempted to use reading strategies during -

4

subject matter instruction. *
. Secondly; as teachers acquire skills needed to use an inhovation, ,

% .
they go through stages in their affective grientation to the innovation, ¥

[y

and in their skill and sophlsticatiog in using it. Research from the

Concerns Based Adoptio; Model (Hall et. al, 1975) ﬂag identified seven

"stages of concern” and seven corresponding '"levels of use' that individ-

.uals e%perieﬂzé’as they implement chagge. Joyce and Showers (1980) outline
: a‘similar set of stages which they have termed "levels of" impact" %hat

are actually outcomes of trainingz These two models, differ in the way ~ f

they detail the stages teaghers experie¢nce in relation to an innovation.

D .
But they are both similar in describing teachers as becoming aware of an -

+ innovation, gaining knowledge of the innovation, beginning ;o use the

innovation in their classroom&, and finally devising ways to improve r

r

the effect of the innovation on their students.

’

Moreover, Joyce and Showers (1980) have described "components of ,

. training” such as the presentation of theory, modeling or demonstration,
‘ .
~~ practice in simulated or classroom settings, structured feedback, and \ t

coaching to application.’ Thesq differept "training components" ‘have’

r ’ . ‘ - )
different "levels of impact" on individuals. : .

P ~
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?Qr example, if a group of hightschool teachers were presented the .

theory behind an innovation perhaps, at the most, 5% would be able to
- ¥ - \ B A

go back to their classrooms and actJally use the_innqkation. But suppose

. 3

- 4
, Ysome dimension of the innovation was demonstrated to the same group of .

~

v

-

3
v 3

teachers. This woul® have considerable impact on their awareness of the

potential utility of the innovation, but most of the teachers probably
i

. 1
would still not use it in the classroom unless“they were given opportunitites

- ‘.
to practice as'well‘as given.structured feedback by a staff developer or L.

supervisor. Joyce and Showers (1980) have stated that probably nine out

of every ten teachers would reachsskill acquisition level with demon%

-

stration of unfamiliar models of.teaching combined with discussions of

~

theory which are followed™by practice with structured feedback.

Finally, in the _planning ‘of the content reading staff development
’ . : .
activities, the "stages of concerns" of the teachers, involved needed to

be considered.'"The phrase "stages of concerns'" refers to concerns of

L3

« -

teachers.in the stages presented previously, i.e. becoming aware of content

.
A

area reading strategies in the classroom, and improving the effect of the

»
- . - » .

- I

content area reading strategies on the studemts.

6 It is 1mportant to note that involvement in staff development -

. -

activities will not necessarily change teékhers attitudes and ‘behaviors.’

. ~

However, staff development activities planned with the concerns of the

Ny N B -

indlviduals in" mind cam facilitate this change, but individuals ultimately

-
determipe‘whether or not change w111 occur., Generally, providing cog—
: -

nitive and affective experiences which are not related to the teachers P

. Y LY ) Yy
~\stages of concerns will increase the intensity of:lower stage concerns. .

(Hall George &’Rutherford, 1979, Ps- 6-7) . ’ - - e

.. v
s ’; ,‘. . R ',
v ' " .
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of carefully developed content area reading lessons. The various studies

CONTENT AREA READING . ///) !

- AS AN INNOVATION

The development and use of instructional innovation in content

area reading situatiods date back to 3t least the 1930's(McCallister,

1930)., However, it was not until the mid-sixties that classrooﬂt

f
’ v

centered- research initiated at Syr#@cuse University provided_ the first

.
long-term attempt to study reading instruction sysf§§§tically in content
»

areas (Herber and Sanders, 1969;' Herber and Barron, 1973; Herber and

.
¢

Vacca, 1977; Herber and Riley, 1979), .. -
The studies‘gf'reading innovation in content areas were anchored .
in curriculum and learning theory as well as a theory of readihg .. R

instruction which supports functional %eaching (Vacca and Herber, 1977).

.

The research was guided foremost by the belief that an innovation evolv- '

. .

ing from a theory of functional reading instruction allowed content . -

area teachers to influence reading skill acquisition and knowledge -

o~

acquisition without sacrificing either to the.other, Vacca and Heréer
- / i .

< ar
.

(1977) maintained thatbecause the research was conceptuaily sound from .
. N o |
an instructional standpoint, "It has helped us develop practical gesnggsés , |

to a pressing educational problem, i.ei, readiné ins%ruction‘in secdndary

schools" (p. 1). . T N ;

’ '

The Syracuse University studies wgsentially explored the use oft .- . |

innovative vocabulary and comprehension strategies within the context °

. Y
hd s

>

. -

explored different components of lesson structure, including proyigions

‘

'for prereading, guiding reader /text irteractions, and postreading:teécher *

s

extensions of a lesson. The experimentall —developed’lessons were planned™’
y-de ) ; )

¢ v e

= L ek




.- : . . . « .
R

for use in ''real" teaching situations +4in English, social studies, scieng@m, .
: and mathematics lessons.

-~

. Much of the research activity followed an "iterative' process for

improving a promising innovation component. That is to say, the researchers ‘

.were not initially concerned with a particylar innovation component being
[ . ' 4

B

better than another instructional treatment, but instead, posed the ques--

3

.

’

tion, "How can a promising instructional feature of the innovation
- i { -

o,

. . be improved?" This iterative approach, proposed by Levin(1966), suggested
that7gducationa1 innovaf%phs must be clearly'understood and modified

before being subjected to cqu?rétive study in classroom-centered research.
S

k : : According to Leyin (1966), 'Data must include the conditions ... teacher

behavior and materials ... and the learners' responses to them, and, in
PN . 4 .
' turn the teachers' behavior because thé stream of influence is certainly

continuous." (p. 145) , . \\ . )
Thus the Syracuse Universiiy studies built in the opportunity to

. "tinker" with promising instructional| innovation in situ. As Levgﬁ

(1966) noted, L ! »
- . X ) . . g

-
If some presentation does ‘not work, immediate modifications
agﬁ/reall& hypothesis tegts about the teaching - learning

sequence .., These observatio%s performed by skilled re-
“ _" o
searchers m‘ght be devoted to the accumulation of wisdom. (p.145)

Even though an iterative research process was applied to the contert area -~
. . ]

reading studies, the ultimatea focus lg dua}esardh‘rested with the ‘ i

outcomes of implementation. Once 4 ading researcher "improved" or

. —"fine t;ned"?t;e innovation under stud;,'it was then‘gubjected.;o
comparative analysis to determine its effects on stud;:ts' recall and
- — B
- ' . .
M. Q - ) . -

ERIC ' ; , 8 ST -
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interpretation of text,

Many of the components of content area reading innovation that// .

9. . ™
were studied are now offered to content area teachers as theometically
. .

)

sound instructiona% strategies and techniques (Herbér, 1978; Vacca, 1981).

Moreover, many of these strategies and techniques‘have formed the instruc-
, . ) ']

tional core of staff development programs involwing content area reading

I3

innovation, ' \ ‘

) Evaluation research in reading staff development has more ofter

than not focussed on the outcomes of implemenEation in terms of student

[ 3
" achievement dnd attitudes rather than on the process, by which teachers

have attempted to incorporape the innovation ‘into actual instructional
! S
4 Y

routines. Present research, however, on innovation configurations --

the operational patterns of the inngvation that result frem use -- suggests
> -
- that teachers adapt and modify in different ways the components and vari-

\

ations of an innovation (Hall and Loucks, 1981). This study in partic-
ular looked at the f?ctors which seémed to affect the way innovation

. users modified and adapted the ecritical compdneﬁts of content argﬁiread-

ing innovation that were presented during a’'three-year staff development

. project, ' «
H ‘ . nos
DESCRIPTION OF THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROJECT . '

\

! At the ?eginning of the 1981-82 school year, twenty-four partici- e

pating teachérs in the staff devela@ment project were interviewed on

-t

, & - Y N M
.their use of critical components during-content area reading instructions

. . -gfigure 1 delineatwes these criticgl components. : &

. -

(Insert:Figure 1 Here) e

.
“

o . . , L
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Figure 1

Réading Innovation
in the ,
. ’ Staff Development Project

[

1. Different types of reading guides are used to

attention on major coneepts.

-
.

. &
a..*anticipation guides (focus attention p

b. concept guides

C.

%

2.

I3

5
*.Critical Components of Content Area

L}

focus students o

Pl

or toripading)

(foqus attention after reading)

a.

three-level guidés (focus attentiort during reading)

Important content vocabulary words are introduced and reinforced.

structured overviews (graphic organizers prior to reading)

b. vocabulary reinforcement exercises (before or after reading)

3. Purposes for reading are set before reading.

a. previewing

-

b. prediction

c. curiosity arousal

v

[

4. Students are involved in structured group work and/or whole

class-discussion

‘
.

.

5. Students are asked to support their answers to reading guides

using appropriate parts of the text.

.
r

il
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The innovation componénts were presented arid’ developed in workshop
. f o ' .
sessions and demonstrated in the teachers' ¢lassrooms ovef a two-yea¥x

~

period of time.

» -

In addition, teachers collaborated with the staff

X

~ &eveloper and one another in devising ¢ontént atea rqading lessons ) L

4 - .
for use in their classrooms. One-to-one supﬂort and structu;ed feedback-

- v

were provided to many of the teachers at various points in the .on-going

Moreover, some of the teachers were hired .

staff development project.
- . S

in the summer of 1981 to develop content area reading lessons which
1]

were tied to their individual curriculum objectives, °T

v

It should dlso be noted that the staff devéloper also frequented ) :
the teacher's lounge and uad many informal exchanges with the teachers. Also, .

¥

1) Al = ' . "
in the school system an adversarial relationship existed between the é%ild—

L)
ying and central administration and the teachers. However, since the staff - |
developer was on a teacher's salary -and had joined the union, she gener-

ally was identyfjed and accepted as a teacher even though she had the

ediate supervisor and the principal.

5

support of her i

RESEARCH PLAN ,
, + . -

. . . \
r, understand why, to what extent, and under what conditions
¢ . . .

'

To’bet

.

L ‘ :
the participating teachers used and adapted content area reading innova- -

*}ion

z/’ w . ¢

teaéher—developed materials which were comstructed to facilitate learning-

we used personal'interviews, field observations, and also analyzed

> g .
from-text objectives. : . . ., -
. . y . N

To determine the extent to which the teachers weré using critical o

Es k - ) R .
components of cofntent area reading innovation, .they were individually

4
.

interviewed following an interview schedule adapted from the Levels of L R

Use Interview (Hall, et al., 1975). Figure 2 depicts the questions which

.t

'
ta oy




) T -10- . -

LI N - [
. |
« {
L] ‘ ~

were asked to probe the ‘extent to which teacherd Tused and modified .

. . . / .
.content area reading innovations.’ . . . .

. ' -~ . ) " ) . B ~ ;o .
. (Insert Figure 2) e C . .

] . - .
-
.

Y ~ N
According to Hall, et al. (1975),.innovation users may incorporate
. . * ’ \ -

ah innovation into instructional routines at different levels. Figure 3

L4 ® 7

*  depicts these levels as they would apply to content area réading.

.

A - ’u
) . (Insert Figure 3)

¢ - . C] \

It was determined from the interviews that a majority of the teachers
) 3 .

(18 out of 23) used content reading strategies at a "mechanical level" , 74

s

- L . “ :
at the end of the school year. In their interviews they discussed fhe

A3

. "how to's" of using the strateéies and of increasing the number of for-

- mats they would use. Only 5 of the teachers expressed impact/gonceihs,

~
. . v

i.e. made statements which indicated they were reflecting on how they L
/ - , .
/ . .
could refine and adapt content reading strategies to more effectively
L) N - . " . . '
teach their students. — .
‘a e } . ] =

. A

These five teachers were at the "?efinement” level and, as, a result,

[

swere interviewed more extensively and were obseryed in their classrooms. .’
L N

- - 3 ) 3
The focus of these intérviews and classroom observations was to determine .
' - - ’ ot C

. why and how these teachers adapted. the content area reading strategies °
. Al

4 -

’

2 presentel in the staff development.workshops and the factors which seemed N

.
-. -

to affect these adaptations,: ‘ - ) *

. \‘1 \_' 4 Lt . - . ' . S .
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“ * ‘. \ . a-‘ . : A - P . . -— R
.,-‘ L . , ‘ . ‘ -11- . - N R
. . . - N ! ’ ! yhe
C L. : Figure 2 . : . . :
- g o : . v T - ) “ . ,.,
. Cow . v ) - . ‘
t ’ Content_Area Réading. Tnnovation, Interview o '
; Directions to the Innovatiom Yser: . ; v
‘ ; I"would 1ike‘you to choose a specdific strategy or ‘technique that .  _ .
. PRV ) , . T, . . .
- - L4 i N . '. ’ v -~ M N
oo been presented and demonstrated in the.staff development workshops | y,
- ’ ind’ whi Ch you feel that you dise in foUr‘classroom on a faifl& regular 4
» . N . . I TR vl - N
. " basis. A S R
o 4(Gnoe the user identifies a particular-+innovation domponent for ' '
S 0T further discussion the fol wing probes are made) s : . Y »
" ..+ °ls Describe how you use (t@? innovation component”' What do*you do? X
§ "«do your st\rdents dé’ e : , ' . : . ‘L
% WHat- do yOu see aé the strengths and weaknesses-of using (the .
d:':f . : o p * ‘_
. innovatiog component)?,? , - R . .

oo Ein ’

’3;“’Did you do’anything different in your use'bf'(the inpovation conponent)

f{ from .what we. discussed in the’ content area reading sessio s? -

4, Did you do anything to make the use of (the 1nnbvation component)

E :ﬁ'XE; . ‘more, appropriate:for students 1in your-classrooh’ : e
o ‘ : i 5. Bid the way you uied;(the innovation;component) vary from ciass to‘o}ass e
= : R R that you teach? o Y T e ' ' . e - a {,,; o

A . y r. . - . s . R B
i o 6. How do you go about preparing lessoné to use (the innovation component)? ‘ "'.‘f,{
?r C - 7. How do you decide that Athe innovatior component) i3 needed for a .
;‘ .; particular text selection? . r e e ' '

hel . L
S 8. How do you decide what. portions of‘the tbx%'need to be emphasizﬁd\' otr,‘£;1
. ,, ’ ~ th;ough‘theutuee of, ﬂ(ﬂthe innovation component)" o s', - ] » '

éi. . o 9. N How do you decide wﬁfﬁ form (the innovation componbnt) willétake? ebf;‘,
};"' . ¢ _10f Is there‘anything that you consciously do to get students ready for‘ :'1;% R




‘ . .

11, Were there any ideas presgnted'in the content area reading sessions
‘ ."' \ . ! o e N Y . '
’ which you disagreed with? If so ¢hich onles? T
LY . - ' ',. "’ ' B . ’
-7 12, Whicb ideas p;esénted;in the content area reading sessions did you

. . ) .. . B ,
»think were particularly useful to you'ag a-rcontent teacher? .
R . [E
E S T + - L

13. Are there any changes you plan to make or have made. in the way you,
» PR 1 v “ N i
. .-, use (the innovation:témponent)? , %f c..i r t L
e o, PR . , e . ’ c - ...

"4, When the staff d%yeioﬁmeqt project is discontinggd, will you continue-’™  ~
» y . : - ) A

,

. ’ »

. .o
*  to use (innovation componenty)? . *
-~ « -
) e .
15. What was the most effective aspect of the staff development” project?
~= . - ’
. . : » ‘
. W - “ . -
-~ -t < - . v
L
‘ L » ( i - ’
e . - .
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.Figure 3

-

‘ LEVELS OF USE “OF AN INNOVATION: ‘. - <o

CONTENT AREA READING

Content Area Reading - '

v

0 NON-USE

-

‘ I ORIENTATION

¢

IT PREPARATION

‘

’
III MECHANICAL USE

L

Not doing apything in relation to content
,area readimg. -
Oriented to change. Have not decided to use K R
conten®™area reading _practices, but these
people think about how’ using content reading

practices differs from present practices.

Have decided to use content/area reading
teaching praéticeé. They gather materials
needed to ‘use content reading practices.
They :are planning how to incorporporate it.

Began using the content area reading practices,
often in a mechanical way. Usually very tied to
using a practice excactly how it was explained
to them, but they are learning about the
innovat&on.

.

Have established a level of routine in using

o iVA ROUTINE

-

IVB ° REFINEMENT

a

content area reading practices.

ef .the innovation.

N

Refining use

:

Make adaptations within their own classrooms .

to increase impact.

A .

. ~y

VI

INTEGRATION

-

RENEWAL

Work with others in using eontent area reading
- 8o that coordination of efforts will increase :
impact. . .

Focus onsdrastic changes‘or are moving in

= using new innovations related to‘content area
reading >
4 -t~ ot
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ANALYS]:S OF.DATA

-

The data were analyzed to answer these two quesStions: . .

+1) What factors ‘seem/to affect the level of use of content readlng
. strategles of the participating high school teachers.

- L4 N

2) What factors seem to affect the innovation configurations or
adaptations of cgntent readlng strategies made by the part1c1pat1ng

high.school teachers?

)

= %
As a resultdof the analysis, major themes emerged concefning the ex%&nt

S

a4

of use and the adaptations'made by “the teachers. °

¥

’*-5.

$p

N -
v 1. The extent of use of content area reading strategies was affected
by time pressures on the teachers
2. The extent of use of content area reading strategies was affected
by informal friendship systems which in turn seemed to be influenced
N by organizatlonal patterns.
3. The extent of use:of content area reading strategies was affected
by sociagl/political factors in the school.
¥ _‘ - ’ <
. 4. The extent of use of cdhtent area reading strategies was affected
by the existence of and the nature of the inservice support system.
5. The type* of adaptatlons made was affected by time pressures on the’
. teachers., . . ,
6. The type of adaptations made was- affected by the nature of the
content that was taught by teachers. .
v ’ . ! .
~ Time Pregsures ’ / g
*n“—“"__ﬁ\ -~

N

) : — -
. .anticipation guides. Three—level guides.and anticipation guides take time ,

Many of- the teachens made statements indicating that time pressures f

caused.by theaschool schedule affected both the extent/they.used content

'reading strategies and the type of strategies

= K ¥

they used. Most of the

teachers used non "paper-and-pencil!',tasks such-as pfeviewing an asgignment

- .
. N

-or helptpg students make predictions ‘and devised vocabulary reinforcement

A

¥

.

" exercises much more exteqsively than they used three—level guides and

-
- '.

[ G - '

-

k]
. and thought to construct. Only five of the teachers actually devised

4

.
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' ¢ e ’ ‘. .
anticipatipn and thre& level guides on a regular basis duting the
' . “L . ‘ I ¢ f . .

school year. An analysis B; theEe reading guides suggested that the

. , . : R : .
. 'f teachers varied the format and, in a sense, %experimented” with they~

original prototype format.thatﬁwere presented during the workshops.' -

' . N

Inte estingly,:ahen the staff developer devised a specific type of )

. ‘readiny guide for classroom use, it was always used by the teachers.

¢

Thejr use, however, often Etayed within a mechanical level. Obsérvations
’ . ’

"
s

f the greatest wvariations in imblementation were closely linked with the
. » .
" five wusers who constructed their‘own guide matertals regularly,

' e

g

. Informal Friendship Systems -7 ' ’ \

The participating teachets in the project taught in what is cailed

ad . a "unit system", i.e. a unit of a science ‘teacher, an English teacher,
1

I 13 -
a s%%ial ctudies teachér, and a mathematics teacher taught the same
. s Fy ¢ . . ’ ‘ s,

group of etudent§.“ The t;entyffour teachers in the project had sinilar’ oL

-

> schedé?es, generally frequented the teachers' lounge, and wére all members h

% * *
.

<

of the'teachers',unioh; Because the informal leaders of their "friend-

.
»
¥ N ° f

: e ~ ship" groupsw@ichformed became enthusiastic about Content area reading -

innovation, there appeared to be an increase in the credibility of the ’

. .1 . \ ‘

- - +staff developer- an d in turn an . increase in the extent the teachers used

- Al » 5
- components of content area reading innovation.. ; - {

- Since*the staff development proJect was discontinued last year,. th4

staff developer is presently working with vocational‘teachers in the
. . same high eﬂbool. . The vocational teachers are not in a pnit system and%;
thys have little reason to collaborate. They also do not frequent the e

N ° . $

- . teachers' loungebecause they edch have an-office of their’ own with a -

. . telephone. In addition most " of - the. vocational education teachers do mot
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belong to the union.

.t

o on this gro ;
. in the project that has beez/Bzeviously gkscrihed We,hypothesize that
- a major factor in this appears to be thé organizational pattern and in ,

. & e '
turn, the lact of observable friendship patterns among the vocational .

. teachers. . % ’ » .

Social Political Factors ~ -k T
“o . )
school climate .
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The social~political factors agsog¢iated with the

The impact that the staff developer seems to have

.

iy .

of teachers appears to be @ess than it.,was on the 24 teachers

2o

For example,_two

o
also seemed to have affected the extent to which some of the teachers

perceived and used content area rgadlgg innovation.
;. e e ¥
o™ * teachers who had ‘been enthu51astic abhut ‘the readlng staff develop~
@ , ment prOJect were 1nforma11y 1nterv1qﬁed Just after they had *received *g"“)
. . i ‘ P ;
- s;.. .
'notice. Their interv1ew responses were very pessi-

a tentative "R.I.F.'

s . mistic and negative
. t .
re~hired and were extensively using a?

S

N
: - &
. year the same two teachers were

The next schooﬁ

d adapting the content area reading

¥ "'n
~

¥, .
strategies they ‘had develpped during the summer.
Another example of how the soc1a1-p011t1ca1 nature of the school climate

v

.

—~
affected the teachers'

\ .
occurred at the beginning ‘of the 1980 school year.

-

partlcipation in the staff development program
Immediately after a

,strike, the administration instituted a new policy for teachers to have
The teachetrs spent much of their time at

their lesson plans evaluated.
staff development sessiohs in the wekks immediately following the enact-

mept of this policy discussing its effect on their attitudes toward their
During this time there was little noticeable use of reading innova-

effort to develop content area read- i
! G

. tions in the teachers' classrooms or
B . ;
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: by the teachers. When they were asked for specific feedback on the way

-17-

Existence and Nature of ¢
In-seérvice Support System § .

»
.

Many of the participating teachers said that they would use

y ‘

content reading strategies to a lesser extent the next year if the
» .

program was discontinued. However, the five teachers who=were adapt-
. e .

ing and refining innovation '‘components responded_the% would continue_

¢ = »

using content area reading strategies whether the staff developmeqf

12 .

projfsﬁ continued or not. Their level of commitmeﬁg was 0 high that . c&

the strategies seemed to have become a natural part of their teaching. ‘
The teachers were also -asked which'a§pect of the staff development

they felt were the most effective.  In general they felt that demonstration

lessons extending into team teaching situations aided-them the most _in

incorporating content area reading lesson into their fnaching.
. \

“ o, .
Two oéaer‘aspécts of the content reading program were reflected upon

~ 7

A\

the program was run, the participating teachers commented on the {mportance

of having coffee at the workshop sessions and 6h the opportunity of sharing
— - - A

ways of teaching with their colleagues along subjezt matter lines. Staff
development sessioﬁs in previous years had been within the unit groups,

i.e. a group which iacludedAa social studies teacher, a English teacher,

¢

a science teacher, and .a mathematics teacher. The teachers were much. less

responsive in.unit groups than when working across groups with special&sgs

-

in+their own area of expertise. A mdin reason the "content" groups (e.g.

-
-

dll science teachers) were more responsivé in inservice segsions was because
they could share and collaborate ways to teach schific-topics. ;Inttﬁg;?f
interviews many of the mgaders expressed that they rarely shared ways of

teaching with their colieagues. Two of the teachers at thé_refinement

A
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. o flevelgréported they did share and collaborate on their own.
P An ghalysis.was, made of the content area reading materisl which
. . ¢ s ere ; - * 7 -

evéLpped bx*thé participating teachers during the school year and -

©
PR Y

’ ¢ .

By,&ﬁe three teachers who were paid for summer curriculum development. -
The tipe of content, area reading materials dévised was affected bﬁ the
) - B ‘

natdiq of the content. For example, because the science texts contained
. . -, -~
a great number of technical vocabulary terms unfamiliar to the students,
. - ‘

the science teachers used vocabulary reinforcement activites extensively.
) -~

Another format often used by the science teachers was an adjunct material

called a ”concePt guide" in which subordinate information is categori
N L 3
under superordinate concepts. For example, in using-a concept guide

. ‘

students were asked to categorize in a chart information related to body

n
.

structure, food source, method of reproduction and living environment of
algae and fungi. By way of contrast, the English teachers were apt to -

devise anticipation guides and three-level guides, or involve students
: o~ .

-
e

in making.predictions because narrative text lends itself to these strat-

+

egies. The English material devi§ed in the summer inecluded content reading

-

lessons for Romeo and Jqliet\which began with an "anticipation guide"

in whichwtbe students discuss such ideas as‘"Loyalty to family is more

~ X
el w

important than friendship." and "A yoﬁﬁg 1ady of fourteem ould not be

o

[

A3

" able to recognize true love," Also several three level guides were con-
\ ¢ - - "

.2 "

structed in which stu&énts reépqgged to scenes at different levels of

: . o & L
conceptual difficulty. O{Per adaptations frequently.involved charting
éuch‘éqpécté of a story as rising action, climax, and denouncement.,

'
. - a’

. The social studies materials devised included vocabulary reinforce-

ment exercises, anticipation gui&es, three-level guides, cloze, and,

.. £

>

Q e

iiERJ!:‘ St e T

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. = - . .

*
e
v
|
1
4




' .
Lot ) ) é - "19:/ ‘ ‘ ‘_’ o

r concept guides similar to the science‘teachers' concepg.guides.

-
3 ~ .

In using one coﬁéept guide the stqgents were %sked to-compare the '
- - concepts of monarchy, oligarchy, dictatorship, demo¢rdcy et?. on such
B ’ '\—\;.l . )
dimensions as "Who has the power?", "How did they *receive the power?"
/ cLe ’

. and "How much power do they have?" . Another variation in reading guides

used by the social studies teachers required ‘students to ébply principles

, ?
to specific cases or situations. For example, after 1earniﬂéhébout the
¥ . . /”_ » - .‘
system of checks and balances, the students decided cases like the

~ .
following and cited the appropriate powers of the branches of government

involved: N
* The President appoints a woman to the Shpreme Court., -~
However, Congress will not approve her, The President says
the only reason for their dlsapp%oval “is because they ‘are a
. bunch of male cﬁhuv1nist pigsn He says since C 88 1is
just pregudlced,\she can sit on the Supreme Court-anyway. =
. Can she still ggt the job? b

(U

-

The staff deVeloper also encouraged the teacher§ to have their .
* ' ( . &

ES

students writqfabout ‘ideas they studied in content area texts. The kinds

. — ————
" -
¢

. ‘ of yriting §§signments also differed along content lines, Scie;ce s
> teaqsfrs ;Endgdqgg have a topic like '""Disease of Your Choice' and -
- ! s ) . .

) their stuéents would write essays answering common questions like P

"What causes the disease?","What ar®the symptoms of the'disease?” etc.

A similar prdcedure was used.by another science teacher in which the'. «

Y-

students chose a Black scientist, and wrote essays answering questions

' ' s ) . .
concerning the Black scientists they chose. Social Studies teachers,

* - .

on the other hand, tended to have their students write the pros and

cans of issues like "Capitol Punishment™ and "Gun Control"™. In contrast,

Engiish teachers had their studgj\ts write essays on themes from liter-

-
%

ature read. For example, after reading “The Scarlet ‘Ibis" in which a.
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~

" boy tries to ch%nge his physically and mentally handlcapped brother

"to a disastrous end, the students were given choices to write about

. such themes as "Pride that Helps and Pr}dé.that Hurts" or ”Tryin% to

f

Transform Someone to Be More Like You." -
4 ]

IMPLICATIONS

3

- . The staff development project in this study incorporated many of .

.

the components of effective training programs, i.e., discussing theory

and practice thrxough a variety of delivery‘techniques, modeling‘teaching
behaviors through demonstration, establishing conditions for collabora-

‘ tion, providing structured feedback. Neverthelbss), even with thesel

factors supporting the staff development effort, Wost of the teachers

in the program only progressed to the péint where’they were‘using'com— ‘

ponents of content area reading innovation at a mechanical level. Thesgge

same teachers by and largefsuggested that despitg several years of con-

.tinuai inservice supPort,éhey woui& prpbably not use the' innovation

<

components on a regular basis if the project was discontinued by the
g . B
school admin&stration. At this point, we ‘ean ofily speculate on why

only a handful of the teachers (five of.twenty-three) actively sbught
' ¢
' ways tg-refine-and experiment with their use of content area reading
innovaticn or why only a few teachers shared and collaborated with offe

another with respect to the irmnovation outside the staff development
a4

session8. * P . :

Urban high school te;ZﬁErs have many demands placed on:their time
, -

and energy. What rang loud and clear throiighout the interviews with the , ;ga;

L]

teachers was the perceived prébsureé that they felt in their job roles.

“#

The "press of 1life" in their high school seemed to inhibit teachers from

,'ir
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. collaborating and reflecting on ways to "fine tune" or improve their X

, craft as it related to content area reading instruction. They just did

not feel that they had enough time during the sc¢hool day to think through

¥

a experiment with the erategies presented in the staff development

sessioﬁg. They were content to "try out" the stréﬁggles and techniques’
a0 N
with a high degree of f1de11ty toward the &ay they were, presented in, the

-

inservice workshops, especially if the staff deveIopef prepared the

adjunct materials for the teacher,

er hand, the teaghers who
Nt ol "

Z ' . s ‘ by 4
%Ei ~ . were hired in the summer to develop,ontent area reading lessons and

N adJunct materials were hlghly'reflectlve and enthusiastic about using

. the innovation during the school year. Follow—up observations and inter-
- . N ¢
view data suggest that these teachers continued to reflect on and exper-

+ €

iment wiip the use of the innovation Huring the school year,

For staff development programs designed to impact on teachers' use
-3 ‘ V N - -

e

. »and adaptation of inmovations, instructioﬁei leaders must take'into

-

account and plan for factors which seemingly are not-directly related

.

- i B .
to the innovation per se. At least three specific ways tb inctease the - .

likelihood ‘that teachers will actively use and seek ways to refine an

N

4 - -

.

. innovation include:
1. providing time wfthin the teachers’ schedules to
s ' meet on an on—going basis to "work" with the .
’ innovation, . . : -
. organizing staff development sessions that involve ' S
téachers who are responsible for similar content N ’
. - : - and share common concerns related to that content,

3. hiring teachers to work on improving their craft =
E during the summer. .

N

, - Moreover, contextual factors surrounding theiparticular group of

v ]

7  high school teachers inﬁolved'ig study seemed to greatly affect the

L N
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. - -

success of staff development efforts. Thus, instructional leaders and

’
N -

staff déVelopers need to think through specifics of their own pgyticular

.

situation Such as the frequency of which they use the teachers' lounge,

i / ’-\

< the relationship of the teachers to the'admjnistrafi&h, the structure of
»

informal friendship 'systems that exist. These kinds of factors need to

.
. v “

be considered in planning both formal and informal staff development

J

efforts.
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