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fals. 5 , ‘ '\ . o
Teachers' -thoughts and decisions, are the focus of studies currantky -~ 7 - - T 77

.under way at Michigan State University's Instituteffor Research on Teach-
& . <
ing (IRT). The IRT was ‘founded in Aprii 1976 with a $3 6 million'grant from - Lo

the National Institute of Education. A new grant obtained in 1981 Erom the

L] T

NIE extends ‘the IRT' s work through 1984. Funding is-also received from S
t\L 1 . N L
bthef ageﬁCies and-foundations. The Institute has major progects 1nvest1gating . ”ii

. - ' .

teacher decision-making, including studies of reading diagnosis-and, remediation,

'classroomvm.aagement Strateg s, instruction in the areas of language arts, T .o

s . . . 4 - -

reading, ard mathematics, teacher euuc%;ion, teachar pﬂanning, effecﬁs S°f

3

external~pressures§on taachers decisions, socio-cuPtural factors, and

teaéhers' perceptions of,student offect. Researchers from‘many different
. it '

~ . -

dlSClpllHES cooperate 1n IRT research. In"gdition. publlc “school teachers S
3

A - *

work at IRT as half-time collaborators in research, helping to dedign and

- - P

plan studies, collect data, and analyze fesuilts. The Institute publishes ' ;
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research reports, conference proceedings, occasional papers, and a free

1 . . . 3d et

% quarteriy newsletter for practitioners. For more information or to be placed b { ’;
5; . on the IRT maiIing list please write to:: The IRT'Editor, 252.Erickson, MSU, ‘Ké
zt"‘ : - - $ . .“E
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Gerald Duffy ang‘ﬁinda Anderson .
~ N L
) , Introduction
. ¥ ’ ! I '. ¢ ' . s
In recent years, thére has been great interest in the hypothesis- 4 )
o ’ that readiﬁg teachers possess theoregical orientations which; in effect, '
\ .
[} . ¢ < -

-

organize experiencés and trigger behaviors. Examples include Harste ,
R

+ “ and Burke (1977) who state Qhat "despite atheoretical statements, ’ ;

v teachers are theoretica(hin their instructional approaqﬁ’to reading;" L

’ Kamil and Pearson (1979) who state that "every teacher operates with at s

least an implicit moéel of reading," and Cunningham (1977) who argues

y

\\\/ for the importad®e of "the téacher's beliefs about the  reading
. Jd . ’ . Fs
. process."” . . . . '

<

o Two recént—trends led to this line of reasoning. The first is the

R v T ey L R Y e

DR

. g teacher effectiveness research of recent years that identifies-patterns .

>

. of teacher process variables that do make a difference in terms ,of . |

producing reading achlevement as measured by standardized tests and

Comparsa Fe

— wue .. _similar devices. Because ftnese variables represented a pattern of
) ——. . ) . N

behaviors rather than a single behavior, cognitive psychologists hy-

. _pothesized that such patterns reflect a specific information-processing

modelm-éhat tte teacher orgarizes his/her world according to a

. ° lGerald"Duffy is a professor of teacher eduration in the MSU
.College of Education and is cowcqordinator of the Conceptiofis of
Reading Project.‘ ‘ . . .

'

§' ' Linda'Anderéon is an assistant professor of teacher Eéucatiou
in the MSU College of Education and is co-coordinator of the Student
Responses to Classroom Instruction Project.
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A ¢
conceptrual frame or schemgta or cognitive structure that drives him/her

4 , to select certain alternatives over others when making instructional

. .

decisions. This. notion is implicii in Brophy and Good's (1974) ‘ |

R statement that it is the teacher's belief system or conceptual base"

Al

v that is;patticularly impbrtant, in Goodman and Watson's (1977) 'arguz

ment that "teachers should be able to articulate tgg...[reading]...

# =
program's theoretical base,” and in the work of researchers of

.

teachiné such as ghulman (1975) and Clark and Yinger (Note 1).

Perhaps Borko, Shavelson, and Stern (1981) refl&ct this view best when
e ¢ v .
they suggest that the teacher's conception of reading is the basis

g . . \!\
for decision makdng.

. For reading educators, the idea #hat such schemata do--or ought

to--encompass theoretical orientations of reading is the next step.

. L Y
. .

- It seems 1oéical to demonstrate, as do Kamil and Pearson (1979) and
g

Cunningham (1977), that a particular. approach to reading sheuld

@ ——

. result in significanély d;fferent instructional decisions, produce
Y different classrobm practices, and result in different pupil outcomés

than an alternative approach. As Kamil and Pearson (1979) boint
.out, "different models dictate different (and sometimes opposing)

. . ]
indtructional methods," a point they then illustrate by examinin
p y y g

top-down, bottom-up, and interactive models of reading in terms of

decisions such as initial program e@phésis, use of sub-skiluis, . .

integrating reading activities,” amount and type of practice, ’
. Lo
responses to oral reading errors) and selection of materials

It is a short step from this aygument to the position that teacher-
N ) ’
education institutions in general ‘and reading methods courses in

particular ought to provide teachkers with more thorough theoretical

3
)




[y

. bases in order to insure consistently rational instructional decisions.
? . v ’
Again, Kamil and Pearson (1979) represent the prevailing view when

.they argue that teachers ppst "be able to make decisions that are

theoretically consistent with one another, because they stem from
/ ’ . e
the same modgl, and be in a position to regognize when one decision ’

is inconsistent with another." - ‘ ~

~

Y

However, a literature review by Belli, Blom, and Rieser (Note 2)

’

revealed very little research on teqchers' concéptions of reading

»

instruction. We actually knew little about teachers' theories or
. . .

-

S A AT v

* Ebnceptions as *they were implemented in the classroom setting and how

. they affected teachers' practices or student outcome. Thus, the

‘ Conceptiohs of Reading Project was ésgeblished to provide information -

.

about how teachers use-reading theories and models and other . ‘
d conceptions as they plap and carry out reading imstruction.

. An early task of the project was to determine, how one would

‘k

define this phenomenon, @hich we altefnqtively referred to as a
belief system, an implicit theory, a schema, and a conception.
Basically, we had two choices: We cold use the preconceived

schemes provided by codified theories and models of reading, or we

4 -

could listen to teachers and. attempt to infer their impiicit
AY

_ . theories.
. . /

Initially, we chose the former, constructing an instrument

. (see Apﬁéndix A) based on five models of reading diétinguishablé'in

the literature (see AppendiXx B) that could be used to identify teachers

®

teachers having different '"conceptions,'" and then observing teacher

. practice 1in terms of the conception that the instrument indicated

’

‘ t the teacher po§sessed. It soon became apparent that this process
i did not work for several reasons. First, analysis of the data

% . . ) P
CRict | x

, - £ E)

i WJ:EEE . . ' . “ ,%
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collected with the instrument indicated that teachers clustered into

— i

two groups, not five as had been indicated in the literature (Duffy'
. © 4

& Metheny,l~Note 3). Second, of the two groups identified, the

dominant one was clearly a "bottom7up?'procéssing model, but -the

- .

.

other was not a clear opposite nor could it be satisfactqorily labeled’

as "unstructutred," "pupil-centered," or any other tommon label.

(These data are discussed in more detail ir the next section.) Third,

the advent of Qiassfoom observations quickly made it clear that the

@
teachers' classroom behavior and interview responses did not fit
Vv

the researchers! preconceived notions regarding either reading con~
’ 1

ceptions or the relationship between conceptions 'and teacher practice.
~ N -

Ultimately, we eliminated inposed definitions that limited

cordceptions to codified views of reading and, instead, chose to infer

beliefs and conceptions from the observed practice and rgcorded

- 1
inte}vicwgregponses of practic}ng classrpom‘teachers ngaged in
solVing the problematic issues arising in their work. As such,
the methodology itse€lf--that of naturalistic field observation aqd
case-study analysis--significantly influenced the nature of the
data collectgd and, ultimately, the conclusions that were drawn
‘from these.data. .

~

. The first clear example of this influence is seen in our

definition of "conception."

Two points must be made here. First,
wé made no attempt to clearly differehtiate between a conception,

an implicit theory, a schema, and a belief system because existing
L]

knowledgé does not provide a basis for such a differen*iation.

by

Hence, "conce !

&
'ion" is our "umbrella term" embodyi:.g all those

’
concepts. Second, we defined conception as '"the sum of the state-

¢

@ .

- 3. .

N
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L 2
ments that ‘the teacher offers as explanations fer the decisions s/he

~

. . _ '
makes about teaching (particularly ig reading).”" Hence, a teacher's
. A .
- X * »”

formal and.informal situations and then grouping these stater.2nts

-

into categories that illustrated what the teacher referred to most

frequeﬁtly in explainidg classroom decisions. t

|
|
|
N ’ . ' N - % . . I
concepfion was'determined by 1i€}eaing to what/that teacher said in . |
With the definition stated, we\tﬁen formulated research questions.

Agéin, the nature of the methodology dictated- that the over-alligoal
] .
of the project shpuld be a descriptive one such as the following: . T
How can we characterize how teachers think about reading
and their reading instructién?

L

Under this glqbg] quesfion, several specific questions werz posed:

- ~

1. Do teachers have'conceptions of reading and, if so,
what is the nature of these conceptions and how do
éigy interact with other aspects of schooling?

at kinds of decisions do teachers make in practice ]
and how do these decisions relate to the teacher's

conception? Co

3. What relationship exists between teachers'hawing

various conceptions and the reading achievement AN
. outcomes of their pupils? -
Project activities, designed to answer these three questions have ’*\\

spanned four years. Year 1 focused on conceptualizing the scope of

the project and developing a variety of measures that wguld identify )

.

teachers' conceptjons of regding. . (Results of instrument development

3
are described under Instrument Development in this report.) .

»
Years 2 and 3 involved field studies in which a total of. 23

- . .

teachers (10 the first year and 13 the next year) were observed

)
i

and interviewed to determine their conceptions and practices of

reading irstruction. ‘
. s

In Year 4, three teachers who were experiencing some contextual

»

~

-
4




. change were observed to determine effects of the change on conceptions

~

-t

and practice. .

d -
Instrument Development RN ' ’
i ) One of the first) tasks facing the(Concéptions of Redding Proj.ct
wa; to develop ways of measuriﬁg teachers' conceptions of reading; i 3

Initially, project members focusad on theoretical models of reading

.

' 4 .
'as espoused’ by reading educators. . However, after a brief time spent .

\; . ) in such discussion, the group focus shifted from the conceptions

;‘Eeld‘%y theorists to conceptions held by teachers. This piaced
the project more in line with the focus of Ehe Institute for Research
‘ on Teaching, in which teachers' thinking processes.and decision- J/f

. ° .
making processes are the primary subject of study.

¢ -

Two instruments were developed for identifying and distinguishing

- L]

teachers' couceptions of reading. These arz summarized below.

Readers 'who wish more detailed information about the instruments
£
~
‘ I should .consult the references given in each section. '

A Y

o The Proposition Inventory'

Work on a proposition inventory to determine teachers' con-
ce;tions,cf rea&iﬁg began in the first year of the project.
. Development took place over a two-year period, resulbing‘in a 45-item
., queétionnaire Qith Likert scoring; development if describe&‘in
Dufty ahd Metheny (Note 3). Appendix A contains the items.
Initially, the researchers attempted to assess beliefs by
building on earlier work by Cadenhead (1976) in which propositions
about reading were written*on cards, and subjects were asked to
sort the cards into pileé of agreement and disggreement. Our .

version of the propocition sort included five categories of beliefs,




- : -
about reading that were taken from literature seé?cheg of standard

. .

reading methods texts, reflecting various theoretical perceptions in ' .

» . . |

the fiéid. These- five general categories were bas¥l textbook, linear . ‘
rd s . "

skills, interest base, natural language, and integrated curriculum . . l

. ! ] |

- N é *

models (these are described in Appendix B). The original proposition
sort, used irn the project included items from these five categories, . . J

some others from Cadenhead's original sort, and others describing

- . i .

‘a “"confused/frustrated” categofy. Seventy items were considered and
. subjected to field te®ting. After ipitial testing, the instrument

was reduced to 36 items and.administered again. A series of analyses

¢ . ’

\ and revisions followed, fesulting in the final form of the instru- .

- * !

ment used to _select teachers. ' .
, . .

. The firgt major change in form occurred when the researchers s

recognize. the inefficiency of the sorting format, and. changed the .

instrument to a series of five-point Likert scales. At this

1

point, the six conceptual cgtegories:(the five reading theories and
* . . "
the "eonfused/frustrated" category) were still represented. =~ ‘-

- v +

. ‘During Fall, 1977, the instrument &éﬁ_administered to graduate *

studenvs at two universities, and factor anaiysis and reliability

h analyses were :iconducted. F3gtor analyses revealed,fﬁat the six ~

. ) v
intended subscales wére not represented. Instead, there were

. . . ] < .

three clusters: one representing most of the basal-text and linear

v ~
.

’

skills items; one representing the interest-based, natural language

‘and integrated' curriculum items; and one representing the ''confused/ ., .

frustrated" category. .
gory . .

As a result of these analyses, some nondiscriminating items

were revised or replaced and the "confused/frustrated” category

.o was eliminated because of ar inability to validate it. Y
. £y . - . ° |

ERIC 2
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o~

After observat‘mu;in the 1977-78 school year, the instrument
was revised agéin to include several common dimensions of teacher
decision making that might be affected by various conceptual standes.

‘These .common dimensions of decision making included criteria for

judging pupilsT success,®criteria for fiorming instructional groups,

allocation'of time .to reading activities, allocation of time~t01
@ ) . x
- gbility—groups, faqqﬂ‘l word~recognition prompts, emphasis on com-

~

v .

prehension, and the teacher's view of the idstructional role

(described in Appendix C).

. Iy
. These dimensions were incorporated into the proposition inven-~

tory by including within each of the five concepttal categaries a

% .

proposition for each of the seven dimensions. *This resulted in

the 50-item, Likert scale inventory reflecting both theoretical

conceptions and practical dimensions of decision making.

Following an administration of the new vérsion, factor analysis

revealed two major subscales: a basal and linear skills orientation,

(3

and an orientation toward natural-language, interest-based, and

. integrated models of instruction.

v

. A final revision involved rewriting of some individual items
to imprgve their discrimination and the elimination of items regarding

2 i : : )
time al}ocation for ability groups, which discriminated poorly.
I .

The result was a 45-item form that was administered to 128

2

students at Michigan State University in Summer, 1978. The relia-
bility coefficients for the five intended subscales were tomputed,
and a factor analysis revealed again that the interest, natural-

language, and integrated-curticulum conceptions loaded on a common
\
¥

factor, while basal text and linear skills items_loéded strongly

Iy

on two separate factors.




‘ 3.
¢ ’ The <instrument in this‘final form was used to identify teachers
for study in the. 1978-79 year of the Conceptions of Reading project.

The mogt important finding of this effort was that teachers'
. conceptions, at least as measured by this instrument, were not

aligned with the theoretical positions but, rather, seemed to .

represent simply a "more structured" conception or a "less structured"
- A

conception. ¥

The REP Test

¥ R ] '
? George Kelly's (1955) "role concept repertory” (REP test) was
modified to taﬁ teachers' conceptions of reading. The procedure
- * [ N—

devéloped by the Conceptions of Reading staff was td list the teachers'
_> students cn 3 x 5 inch cacds, and_to ask the teacher to sort the

students acco.Zing to how they regeived reading instructfon and how

P .

‘ R ]
they were different in terms of reading, comparingdsuccessful and \

unsuccessful students. Teachers were then asked to explain their

categories to the interviewers.

: -’ . . . - - - -
4 This spec1a< versionof the REP test was used in conjunction

b Y
with the proposition sort during the first year of the study as

teacllers were selected for the initial field study. It is described

in Johnston (Note 4).

Prgzzakres«for Data Collection and Analysis

Field studieJ\dere conducted for three years in the project.
s During 1977-78, 10 teachers were observed in order to determine con-

ceptions de related instructional practices; in 1978-79, 13 additional

teachers were observed, using procedures similar to the preceding

—

year and addressing similar questions, although in more.baried school

settiﬁgs; in 1979-80, three teacﬁéns who- had been observeé in 1978-79

v

ERIC - t g : .
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were followed as they began to use new reading programs. In this

section of the report, the procedures for data collection and

analysis utilized in each of these three years is described.

N

¢ A ;
. ~ 3

The 1977-78 study was viewed as a pilot effort during which

1977-78 Field Study

5
observation and analysis procedures could be developed and‘tes:gd.

Eleven teachers (Grades 1-6), representing three geographical

N

areas, were gelected for observation. (One teacheiigtopped out
shortly-after the begi;nin; of the study and was not-replaced, so
‘

the fipal sample size was ten.) The ﬁeachers were either (1)
summer school graduate studénts, (2) nominees, or (3) remotely situ-
ated. T.e first categor; was selected from a population of Michigan
State UniVejsity graduate students attending summer school during
1977. More than 300 students were given the.Proposition Inventory
(see pp. 6-9) designed to classify them into one or more of six
concepthal views of reading (natural language, basal text, linear
skills, interest, integrated whole, and confused/frastrated).
Teachers Qﬁo revealed definitive patterns in their.conceptidh of .
reading were all interviewed with the REP Tést,,described pre-
viously. éfter the interviews, a number ef conceptually different
teachers were identified, four of whom were‘hltimately selected s
based on their willingness to participate, geographical proxim?ty,
and the opportuﬁity to conduct research in their school district.

A second g?bup of teachers was selected from among noainees

by school administrators and reading educators who were asked to

name teachers who exemplified their particular conception of

reading. Four teachers were in this category.
- & .




A third category included teachers in'remote sites. Tyo

teachers in New York (studied by Richard ‘Allington, a collaborator .

with tne project) and one in Chicago (studied by Rebecca Barr) were #”"é

sélected.

Observation procedures. Initially, plans for observation

»

included the use of two instfuments designe& to yield data about
classroom organization, routines, resources, physical environment,
{ ‘ 1

and decision points in reading instruction. These instruments
were to’ be uéed'in tandem with séructured techniques through which
tﬁe observer recorded interaction patterns. .However, initial

» .
experience with these structuredimethods of observing were unsatis-
fgctgry, and the metﬁddology changed in the‘middle of thg%;gar
to a less structured approach in which the observers wrote field
notes describing what was hapgening in the classrooms and inter- .
viewed the teachers before and after®each observation. These
descriptive field notes were not structured in any sense except
that the observers krew that the eight dimensions of decision
making‘would.be impoFtant (see Appendix C).

Each teacher was observed through four different cycles:

early September, mid-December, mid-February, and late April.
Each cycle included about 10 observations, although fewer were
conducted in December because of the holidays. 1In addition, each

teacher was interviewed formally and informally during the year.

1978-79 Field’ Study

*Thirteen additional teachers were observed during 1978-79.

’

"They were selected to represent differing conceptions, as revealed

by the Proposition Inventory, but also to represent primary grades °

E
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in different school context§. Teachers were selected from both high

k4

and low socioeconomic-status (SES) schools and from schools where '

+

there were clear mandates to use a particular reading program, and i
~

-

from those schools where there were less obJ@ous mand?tys. -Within

.Ehis 2 x 2 matrix, teachers were classified as being gore or less

Y
structured according to their fgsﬁonﬁes to the proposition inven-

tory.

- ‘ . [y
. -

This design resulted in the following distribution of tealhers.

~ » H M

Table 1
Distributi-n of Observed Teachers .
1978-79 Field Study : \

. ' ° \

Higher SES Schools Lower SES Schools Y
. : * . /f M \‘\ b
Curriculum No , - | Curriculum "No '
* | Mandates Mandates | “Mandates Mandates ' i\§
. i A 4
More S;pquurgd ) 2 4 4 L | (-
Less Structured 1 . 3 1 0
v L. \
As .in the preceding year, data collection included field notes : \\

and interviews with the teachers. Most of the interviews were _ \
{nformal, occufriné béfore or after observation. In additign to . .
these informal interviews, four formal interviews were conductéd
in which all teachers were asked similar questions. A listing of
formal intervied'hqestions is provided in Appendix D. \

T@e %ield notes were coded fgr time allocation data -

according to a coding scheme adapted from the IRT Language Arts '

Project. e conventions for coding the field notes are presented

. in Appendix E.

b
~1
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During this year of the study, several student outcome measures
. were piiot tested w?}h six targei;Ptgdents from each of the classfooms. .
‘ " The objectivé\of'thig testing was to determine if patterns of student
outcomes could be rélat;g.!g the patterns of Eonceptions revealed

. - by the teachers. In order to tap sevefal different kinds of readin%)

out¢omes, the' tests included oral reading, language generation,

-

K4

and comprehension questions. A listing of these stﬁa§§5/9utcome . “
. - ra rd . . B ”
B B ‘méasures may ye'found in Appen&lx F. )

After data were collected in the.second year, the 23 teachers

T AR Ay "l“a""“-‘ L

AN (10 from the first year, 13 from the second year) were analyzed
for appearance of various.ﬁg;di%g conceptions. Rather Ghan qsing
a formal scheme for classif;ing tﬁese; each ohserver reviewed his
. or her own-field notes and described what conceptions of reading

¢ ' - appeared to be'present: ‘The rule of thumb for this was to

"triangulate" (Denzen, 1278) three sources of teacher report

data and. three sources of data on teachers' instructional *

patterns.

/ The data on teacher reports came from formal interviews, informdl

. irterviews, and comments made by the teacher to the observers

<~

and/or stu&enté while feaching. Observers categorized these state-
) ments f;r each of thei? teachgrs. If a categor§ contained five
;r more statements, itiwas,considered to represent 3 conceptioﬁ éai
- of reading for that teacger. Theqcateg y systems were
developed by individual observers, so they varied from teacher

to teacher. .

Similarly, three sources of data on teacher practices were

b=t

T AT LA T £ i gon -

|
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collecged:_efield notes,'transcripgs of’apdiotapes of reading per{?ds,

and analysis of puﬁll activities during reading period (collected

L .

by "tracking" the six target' .students during some of the °

observations). Each observer re&ieweq his or ﬁer field notes and

. . * 4
created category systems for organizing evengs. If at least five

instructional activities or patterns reflected a particular .

conception, it was concluded that tﬁe conception guided and

governed the instructional practice.

In addition to the qualitative analysis just described, time

allocation data available from the’coding of field notes were

_ﬁanaiyzed to determine more objective indices of teacher =

~

instructional ﬁractices.

~

o . - .
After each observer reviewed field notes and interydews//i

N .

y with each'ﬁg;}p?gi the resulting conceptions. were charted. on a

i - . ‘
2 x 2 matrix; develdbeé\by staff members to display the pat- A N

~

NS ~.

terns of teacher conceppidhs. One axis discriﬁinated between

A

pupil-centered and content-centered approaches and the other axis

varying size from small to large indicated the strength of egch

éonception that had been determined by review of the data. An

example of this depiction of conceptions may be found in Appendix )
G. )
~ ' 1979-80 Field Study o '

bl

Three of the teachers who had been observed during 1978-7 .

informed the interviewers that they would be using new curriculum

19




=
programs the next year. The COR staff was_interéstgd.in.what changes

" in the 'teachers' conceptions and practices might occur given changes

. in instructional materiai. Therefore, these three teachers were
- v

-

observed through the next year. ‘
! Observations were similar to those of thé preceding year in
. . < .
. that field notes were taken and informal interviews were conducted.,

[ ~

. However,. they wefe slightly more focused in that the emphasis
y -

of the study was on the curriculum change and its effects on the

teacher. \n addition, the observems noted more descriptive

information about the students as they responded to the teacher's

-

.0 instruction. « This was viewed as a way of obtaining some information
on students' outcomes through descriptive process measures, since

the design and the size of, the sample prevénted more syEEematic

- testing of relationships between reading achievement and curriculum

nge. An additional change in methodology this yéar was fhgt

observers éaped their field notes rather than relying on the

-

aoriginal handwritten notes, allowing a more complete record of
events in a classroom. Because of the additional emphasfé on

student behaviors and responses, certain categories of student

responses were described 'in advance and observers were to be

E ;specially observant of these, although also hoting other classroom
|

{ . incidents relating to the curriculum change.

‘ Analysés of thuzse dat; have occurred éhrough produétion of
case studies. Each observer reviewed his or her_nqges.to determine
the effects of'curriculum change on the teacher's conceptions

' (by comparing data on concepfions across the two years), and

.

; ERIC 0




¥ bty i e 4o ¥ 0 4

16 . . . .

looking for changes in praﬁtice that could be relateq to curriculum
\
change (again by comparing the two years' data).

Results: 'The Nature of Teachers' Conceptians of Reading *

-

b

.
L .
.
3 )
N

(Note 5). -

-

Teacher Questionnaire Data

. - . - . N .
The proposition inventory was used to survey teachers at

two points in time. The first time, 602 teachers in threee separate
’ .

N -

school districts were surveyed to determine\st: nature ‘of conceptions.

The second time, 257 teachers were surveyed and attempts were made

to establish relationsﬁips between teachers' demogfaphic data and °

1

conceptidns of reading. .

Ay .

We found that teachers do haye feading conteptions, but .that
- ’ .

. ~

they do not patéh*;he theore?ical categor&es 80 f;équently
discussaiiﬁtpe reading fiteraturef Insi?ad; teachers tend to
respond. to more géneral cat;gories-rcategories Qe labeled "conQent-
centered! and "pdbil—centered." The former epcompasses conceptions
such as basal-text and &inear:skills, while the latter encompasses
natural-language, interest, and integraFed*curriculum‘models.

- In addition,. a‘teacher's cdnceptiod of reading seems to be
associated with the number of iears of teaching experience. This
was demonstrated by the fact that the oider, more experienced
teachers tended Lo have "content-centgred" conceptions, while the

%

younger and less experienced teachers had"gére "pupil-centered"

4
conceptious. . : ,

3

. The following summary is taken from Bawden, Buike,'aﬁd Duffy e

¢




Field Study Data

3 . . 2 . - T .

- Because data from the proposition inventory sdpportéd our
L)
} it
I~ hypothesis +i~»t teachers possess conceptions of reading, we initiated
’ * 7 .
<, ., ! -
clasfgroom field studies to gain insight into the relationship be?
' . M -~

teachers' reading“conceptions aud instructional practice. - '

pi

¢ X .
We found that the teachers, when explaining instructional,

-~

< ' decisions, did make enough reading statements to indicate that

they possessed reading conceptions and, in most céses, their observed -

~ )

. ~behavior and time'use ~ended to reflect their statements.

«

.. Simultaneously, however, teachers offered many other statements
oto‘efblain their instruactional decisicng.//&hese statements, when
cetegoriz@?, répresente& Q?n—reading conceptions,.whicp; in soqg

_ cases, domihated the teachers' thipking. The teéchers tended to
be guided more by the nonjreading than the regdi&g cdpcepti;ns.

* . (The nature of non-reading conceptions is discussed bélow.) . . s

" * Furt the teacheg

' decisions seemed to be influenged more
< N N \ :

by the ‘teaching cdgtext tHan by a particular coqsgption. For

4 ' . .
instance, teacher conceptions were likely to change if -he grade

level and/or the ability of the pupil(s) being taught changed.

. L]
Our results suggest seven general principles regarding'teacher

+

conceptions. - '

-

First, teachers.do have conceptions of reading. 1In fact, all

23 teachers observed made five or more statements in at) least one

category‘s?:feading or reading ihstruction, thereby meeting the

~ criterion for having a conception of reading.
e Second, most teachers have more.than one conception of reading.
| o

. ' In fact, of tHe 23 teachers studied, 20 had two or more conceptions

] of reading. . A -

RC - S ,
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. Do In cases where teachers have multiple conceptions of reading,

N ) ‘they tend. to select similar conceptions. For instance, a teacher
. R / . P4 .
o, ., who hqids a "basal" conception is 1ike1y to'also hoid a "phonetic

skilihﬁsbr'"sight words" conception (these are all content,

centered&~and is less likely to hold a “self-selection of trade

.

t
books" or a Ylanguage experience" conception~(papil—centered
\ coﬁceptions). .
Vot * . ~
\ \ Third, teachere also explain.their instructional decisions

£ T - with ecategorizable statements that represent "non-reading"

: . . : v

conceptiong. Some teacherk, for example, base instructional

decisions on conceptions about mutual teacher-pupil respect, "

.

classroom management and routine, the amount;?f assistance needed

_ 'by low o;~high ability pupils, the way pupil
— 4
) emotional characteristics, and others. Of the 23 teachers, 15 /.

leaxn, social/

offered such non-reading conceptions (as yell as reading conceptions)

as explanations for their instructional decisions.

Fourth, it is also°c%ear that some teachers‘possess more
N\,
e complex ¥onceptions than others. This complexity is seeu both jn
19 ! "i | S
the, rtiumber of cotptions»a t'eacher' espouses and in the numb

- .

~ gtatbments the teacher generates to support eac

.l N

0ne¢tehcher espoused eight categories of conceptions
) teaclfer espoused only one. Similarly, gome teachers generate only
the minimum number of statements about an aspect of reading,
; ] 4

‘which barely qualifies the category ds a conception. Other

» - ’ % f
teachers, however, generate a dozen or more statements about a

particular conception, thereby suggesting that their conception ,

may be more complex or richen (or ‘that soe tedchers verbalize

- : Y .y
¢ LS . » s .y ‘ ()l . .
] . . P . e : . L.«J .
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more tham others in interviews). . .

‘flfth» teacher ~ornceptions seem to vary in stabi’ity from teacher

- to teacher. 1In other words, some';eachers' conceptions and practices

remain the same th;oughout the school year, while othey teachers'

conceptions seem to be in transition; one cortception may gradually

-

A Y

grow in impprtance in the teachér's mind while others diminish in
importance/{ As an ejyample, the categbry of "developmental stages

. . 5 L
. of growth" was an important factor influencing "one teacher's in-

-

sffhcqipﬁlé: the end of the school year. This catggory grew in
. . - N - \
. importance during the year. .

ey

‘ Sixth, it appéars that a teacher's pe~ad1:ng conception}say,b\e
related tp the grade level taught and to the pupils' ability level.
. R i

For instance, seven of eight first-grade teachers espoused .

0y
. ~3

"content-orient}d" ginceptions, with the eighth taving an eclectic K

pp%L;ion. On the otker hand, the teachers who espoused the most

\ ~

"ﬁﬁg;l-oriented“ positions tamght second gradé;or above. Similarly,
é . - W

[\ *

teachens often seemed to have a particular\gbiiity group in mind

when they made statements about reading. This phenomenon was

. evidenged by the Tsci?that "pupil-oriented” steachers often said ’
. & . .
their conception® would change if their pupils were less able, and . )
! : C , ]

\"content-oriented" ‘teachers said their conception would change if N

. A3
N their pupils were more able.

~

. - . Fidally, investigation of the genesis 3f teacher cdncebtions,

[ .

. reyeals that teachers modify and change their conceptions of reading

and reading instruction over time. Many sources seem to . trigger

. N ]

’
suc? changes, including teaching experiences, -and life experiences

X
in general. Teacher education classes ‘in reading methodology, L

. N ; |
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however, appea{ to be one of the least influential sources of . !

o

i

chanse. - \ . ’ . .
. . .o ;. | . . ¥ . . * R
. & oot - " » . ‘.
- §gn~Reading Conceptions i . -
N
s -Because there were frequent expressions of "non-reading'}

\ [ : 1
conceptions, the interviews conducted w‘ith nine teachers in the
¢ .
v . 1978-79 study were %e-analyked to better describe the nature of .

. ) the non-reading conceptions.\\Six rating scales were developed
. . . - ¢
° : and &ch of the interviews (foun per teacher) was rated .on each B
of the scales.* ) FX; . R .. ”
* The scales were (1) motivation, interest, and affect' 2)- -
\
student deve10pment (individual student needs); (3) management' ‘.

0

. . . (4) social cohesion (classroom contexts), (5) reading process;

-

and (6)°-teaching and lea¥ning’ processes (tﬁe learning process).

“ v

- -

- Individual student needs--motivation, interest, affect. The
¢ . . a . . . R e * ‘\\ R .

.\teépher indicates a concern with student motivation, interest,

LY

, A "Or other dimensions of affect (concerning reading or other areas). -

Individual stadent needs--student development. The teacher

é?imicates a concern with the development of skills that enable

. the children to function within the classroom: independent work

A0 . ‘
habi@s, cooperation with others, an instrumental view of reading
for thHe sake of accomplishing classroom tasks or, more generally,

other life tasks (but not reading, if discussed in terms of
- . 7

skill levels or reading as a process). "Independence"” in using

reading to pursue knowledge, but not "independence" in word calling

without assistance. -

! 2
Classroom context--management. The teacher indicates a concern

’

with maintenance of order and .on-task behavior in order to accom-




N
plish instructional planib ) P . !

Classrobm context--socjal cohesion. The teacher indicates a
Cal

. "concern with the quality’ of social .and interpersénaLirelationships
wfthin the classrqom group. The teacher communicates that gfoup
7 )

»

dynamics and g;oup needs are important,

N
The learning process--reading {specific). The teacher focuses

on the reading procesg per se, emphasizing the importance of decoding,
language- exy :rience, phonics, -sight-word recognition, fluent reading

for the saké of comprehension, indepehdeﬁt word calling, or any

- -

other aspect of translating written words into meaningf@l speech.

. .

Responses here could not refer to any other area of, instruc..on

but reading. ’ N

v .

The learning process--learning and teaching (general). There

is a focus on instructional character?stics that could be uséd to t,
‘ discuss subjects other‘than readiné, su;h as level of difficulty
of materials, readiness level o% child (unléss discussed as a
specific aspect.of reading readiness), the need for practice, the
need for teacher direction, and so on.
Each intérview was rated according to the emphasis given to

each dimension by the teacher: (1) no mention made; (2) low emphasis;

(3) moderate emphasis; (4) strong emphasis; and (5) very strong

v

. emphasis. : .

, Two faters inderendently reviewed the interviews for each
teacher for the.first two interview cycles (September and
December). They agreed with each other (within one point) on
90% of the ratings. After reaching this level of reliability,

one observer completed ratings of 5ﬁg/rest of the interviews.

L

{'":w
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Not surprisingly, the teachers mostly gave rationales specif-
ically related to the reading procegs'(so that they received ratings
"of 4 or 5, indicating that. they placed strong or very strong emphasis

on a raFionale related to the reading process).
However, sevg;al‘otﬁer types of rationales wefe emphasized
- \ ]
as well, although khesg were not uniform across all .the teachers.

Eight out of the nine teachers received high ratings (i.e., 4

-

or §) for the scale of "general learning and teaching processes."

This means they made a lot of.sté;ements about how children learn

-in general to explain particular reading decisions that they

>

L3

s made. - . .

Fiveyof the nine teachers also received high ratiﬁgs for cate-

gories describing concerns for individual students. ,
> . é

Five teachers indicated that motivating “students was a rationale
for many of their réadiné,iﬁétruction~decisionsf in fact, for.these

five' teachers, "motivation" was given as strong-a rating as the

3

"reading’ specific" and "general learning" rationales.

.

.

Those teachers who did not emphasize individual student

rationales did receive moderate ratings €i.e., a rating of 3) for

AN

these scales. In no case did teachers receive low ratings for the : . .

) gcales describing student motivation and “student developmgnt. A ‘.
low rating wogld have indicated very little emshaéia placed on
these raéionales. ' i .
However, three of the nine'xeachhrszﬂid receive very low
~rating§ (indicating little emphasis gi;en):for c1¥ssroom management

as their ragionale for decisions, and five of the Lecachers received

very low ratings for the scale of social cohesion. No teachers '

'}"" ) -
~

O
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o

—

were given high ratings for the scales describing classroom manage-~
ment and social cohesion concerns.

These analyse;*sﬁggest that the teachers in the sémple did indeed.
have conceptions of reading, in that they responded tn questions
ab;ut rea@iqg instruction in terms of readiﬁg'processes and how they
believe children learqu to read. However, other conceptions were
equally as strong, at least as measured with the réting scales
used Here. Concetns’with group managgpent revealed in the i;ter-

view were not’ as strong as concerns for individual student motiva-

tion aéd development, and concernslfgx the learning process in

general.

Variat{ons and Complexity of Conceptions

The field notes and interviews, as analyzed by the observeré

were'pot compared systematically across teachers. Instead, each

obs;rver described his or her teachers’ conceptions.' In apite.

of the lack of standardization, it is interesting to cbmpare- “ .
the numbers of different conceptions recorded for different

teachers. Table 2 presents those éonceptidﬁs as defined by the
observers for each of the 23 teachers., .There are individual
teacher differences in both the qd;ntity and content of concgptions
as assessed by the observers, andwthese teacher differences do

not- appear to be confounded with observer differences. Mategiéls

usage, especially among teachers in Grades 1-6, was primarily the

basal text.

\ Oprn
~J




Teacher
Number

Table 2

Conceptions Derived from Field Data

Observer Grade
Number Level

Coﬁcepiions as Categorized
by Observer ~

Materials
Used

1A

4A

S5A

6A

7A

1

Primary

Primary

Upper,

Primary

Primary

Primary

Upper

Y

phonetic skills, basal
text, contextual reading,
classroom management and
routine - : .
application of skills in
all areas, systematic

‘skills development, inte~

gration of reading in
daily activities

pupil self-selection and
self-pacing in reading,
pupil interest and
motivation

word recognition skills,
objective-based skills
monitoring system, -high .
ability.children need
less help

naturai'language, compre~ -

hension (with higher’
ability pupils), word
recognition skills, skills
monitoring (with low
pupils)

natural language, basal,
sight words, some kids
"catch~on" and some
don't, less can be
expected from low SES
kids

integration of reading
and language, flexible
view of skills, positive
attitude toward kids

) '
LRy

followed bgsal text

used several sources

" of materials

trade books except

“for slow sFudeﬁts

followed basal and
skills monitoring
system

used basal text

used phonics prog;amggd
textbook -

used basal text

(continued on next page)\\ \

&




‘Table 2 (continued)ﬁ.

4

Teacher Observer Grade Conceptions ag Categorized Materials
Number _ Number Level by Obsexver Used

: 8A 3 Upper self-selection and self-  no formal reading

. pacing of reading, observed

: systematic ‘teaching of ' -
g ' ' skills ‘ ‘ p

) 9A 6 Primary oral language base, used basal textbook
‘ . skills monitoring systems,
] & ' integrating writing and
! j : reading, pupil self-
selection ¢.~d self-pacing, .
concern for the child's
.. emotional well-being Iy

A

10A 7 Primary ‘integration of reading and™ followed basal text
writing, self-selection - .
and self-pacing in reading -

o
b in

1 8 Primary phonetic analysis, aides, followed basal text .
pr§ctice with games, basals, v . .

. poetry and writing, verbal

and extrinsic feedback

2 7, Primary e<njoyment of literature, followed basal text -
basal, skills, practice with ’
| games, pupil motivation and
! f'\\ interest, efficient manage-
ment -

-
~

3 7 Primary skills, basal, integrating followed basal text ’
reading with language arts, ) '
. enjoyment of literature,

¢ integration of reading

) throughout day, materials
as tools, mutual teacher-
pupil respect, efficient
management

Y

4 7 Primary ' basal text . followed basal text
5 2 Primary basal text ) followed basal text

6 1 Primary natural language, directL. followed basal text
. - teaching of skills, basal .
v love of reading through
book sharing, developmental
stages of growth

{continued on next page) ,

1 - - 7’
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Grade
Level

Teacher .Observer
Number Number

-

Table 2 (continued)

!

Materials
Used

Conceptions as Categorized
by Observer

7 6 Primary

imary

Primary

10 ) 6 Primary

Primary

13 4 Primary

« S i v
R A o 8 T v e fe St

Primary

word recognition skills,
basal,, integration with
language, enjoyment and
use of reading, interest
in basal stories

followed basal text

basic skills of word
recognition and compre-
hension, oral reading,
basal text afd ability
groups, ‘interest and ‘
motivation through

interesting basal stories

followed basal text

followed basal t:ext:‘J

importancé of using liter-—
ature, ba:ic skills of
phonics, classroom manage- '
ment, 8ocial-emotional

growthy handlingvindividﬁél ' {

behavior problems

word-recognition skills,
basal structured apprpach
to teaching, low SES/kids
need structure

followed bﬁsal text

-~
-

child interest, language,

followed basal text
basal, skills : .

systematic skills develop~ followed basal text
ment, basal ability groups,
phonics, building self-
concept

s

learnfhg in structured followed basal text
stages, basal, enjoyment
of reading, pupils progress

in stages

o
s
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Time Data
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Relationships Between Teacher Conceptions and Practice

\

As described under Procedures and in Appéndix E, field notes from
the 1978-79 school year were coded for time use according to dimen-
sions of‘igg ructional practice, types of reading activities, vehicles

of }ﬂsxruétion, favored prompts, comprehensionfemphasis, and teaching

activity. These data were analyzed to determine if the teacher's

actual instructional practice (as measuréd as time use) reflected

the conceptions that were expressed through the interviews. In order .

£o> address this question, the researchers created five hypotheses

about teacher beliefs or conceptions based on the teacher's time
allocation data. Ipdggsgdqgtly, someone else compiled teacher
beliefs from the teacher interviews. Then these two sources were

compared. Approximately 80 percant of teachers' reading beliefs,

as expressed in the interviews, were predicted from the time utiliza-

tion data. This suggests a fairly close relationship between con-
ceptions and instrg?tional practice, at leaét when practice is measured
as time use. For example, teachers who‘said thaé_they relied on the
basai texgs spent a lot of time using the basal text. Teachers

who indicated a vef; stroné belief in skills activities devoted a

lot of ti&e to shch activities.  Teachers who were interested in

developing positive attitudes toward reading spent more time in
- _

affectiv; activities.

Similarly, an analysis-was made of time use in high

-

and low readtng groups to determine the congruity between beliefs

.

and practice . across ability levels. Like the findings for the.
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total time, the results indicated that teacher nractices with high

and 15w groups tend to reflect their stated beliefs.

It should be noted, however, that all ‘the time utilization

data tended to be similar across teachers, suggesting a homogeneity

/
" of primary grade redding practices. Instruction appears to be based

. p N . .
a0t on various reading theories that trigger qualitatively different
: A

ihstructional decisions bpt, rather, on situational conditions in

the classroom contéxt, primarily the use of the basal textbook.

Consequently, w@iie the findings suggest that teacher belief statements

matched their practice, fpr the most part there was little variation

N

of practice from teach;r to téacher, puggest;ng that the primary
belief common to all was a faith in the basal textéook as an
instructional tool. Consequently, the basal, rather than various
theories, appears éo guide and govern‘instructional practice.

. .
Further details of the analysis of time dats may be found in
S

Bawden and Metheny (Note 6).

[ o

The Nature ' of Instruction in the Observed Classrooms

One pattern of instruction was present to some extéqy in all of

. N
the classrooms, in that actual reading group instruction was based

~

A" . N
on the basal reader and the accompanying workbook. This pattern

of instruction was termed "mAterials-driven.ﬁ Duffy and McIntyre
(Note 7) selected six teachers for detailed analyses of the nature
of their instruction. These six teachers had bean observed during \
the 1978-79 field study and were selected:because they all taught

first or second grade and because they represented a varietj of

time use patterns.

o’
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The researchers focused on the nature of "assisted learning"
offered by these teachers. Assi;;ed learning was defi;ed as instruc-
tion in which the teachers acted to minimize leéarning difficuitiés
by consciously assisting the learners in some other wéy than responding

to stu&enq.errors. Therefore, Duffy and McIntyre were looking far

;Pcidents in which the teacher was presenting new material to the

"students in a manner in which they could easily answer each

suﬁcéeding questioﬁ.

Field nétes and audio tapes for the reading groups of each
teacher (pollecteé across the yea¥, one pef observation cgc}e) were
analyzed accordi@g to the following seven steps. First, the data’
were rgad add—no;;tiohs were made in the margins regarding the éype
of activity being pursued and }ts relationship to the concept of
assisted learning. %econd, the da;avwere read again to identify -
instructiégal episodes; with each episode ﬁefined as a teacher=

directed change in activity (e.g., directing the students to put their

papers away and to open their workbooks to a particular paga). ‘The

third step was to cut the field notes into separate instructional
episodes and group these into categories (e.g., all examples of
group, oral reading of basal stories were grouped together). -Fourth,

the categories of instructional episodes were read to determine the

steps and sequence that the teachers followed in assisting learners.
- ‘ v

Fifth, the categories were read to identify the devices and/or .

techniques employed by the ‘teacher to make the learning easier

for the student. Sixth, if examples of assisted learning were found

in one category, they were compared with examples from other

categories to determine whether a pattern was evident across the
A ¢
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various'types of instructional episod-s« Finally, the findings were
compared to case.studies written by the par;icipant observers and

to the results of the computerized time summaries to insure that

the data were consistent. ]

The four interview transcripts for each teachex were read to
answer the research questions regardiné the relationship between the
teachers’® conceptions ef theix instructional roles, their decisions, -
and their patterns of assisted 1earning.' ﬁhch reference that a
teacher made to instructienal role was underline%'and all.the state-
ments were categorized. These statements were examiﬁed fpr evidec:e
that teachers made decisions regarding alternative types ,of

assistance to use. The pattern of instructional behavior was also

examined to determine whether ‘there appeared to be a repertoire of
, . : )
alternatives from which choices could be mace and whether choices

were indeed made among these alternatives. -

The final analysis step was to compile the results of the
above steps into six case studies. These provided descriptions of
the teachers, their patterns of assisted learning during reading
and %heir rationales for doing what they did.

. ~
These data were based on selected reading group lessons for

only six teachers, and therefore are not meant to generalize to

all first and second grade teachers, or to all lessons taught

by these six teachers. However, the pattern of instruction described
ﬁere is prorbcative. The teachers view of reading instructfon seemed
to be based, more on the need to move’students through materials and
tO'rely«on the_materials for instructional decisions: rather than

an analysis of tﬂe reading process and individual student's needs.

P e
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Buike (Note 8) analyzed the insqru;tional decisions made by
four other teachers (two from the 1977-78 sample and two from the
1978-79 sample) and reached similar conclﬁsigns. Most of the
teachers' decisions occurred in the early part of the year,
focusing on issues 6f testing, grouping, selection of ma:;rials,_
and management. Buike characterized decisions occurring between
chdber and May as "technical® decisions, in which the teacher

seemed to be basing daily plans almost exclusively on the material

available to her (especially the basal serie%). 0Of special interest

were the statements from all four teachers that "a good teacher's
guide" was the single most imporqant factor they consider
%n deciding about a new textbook series. The.teachers ;lso stated
that the Yeading prégram was responsible for the stugents that did
well, although they tended to attribute students' failure to factors
outside of the classrooms such as learning disabilities and h;me
problems. -

The cqncluiions.reached by Duffy'and McIntyre and by Buike

suggest that teachers' views about reading instruction are closely

tied to the materials that they ‘use and to the need to maintain the

‘flow of activities within a classroom. Perhaps the teachers were

-

h%asing their daily instructional decisions on the demarids of the

classroom environment as they perceived theﬁ. One staff member
conducted furthéf analysis to determine differences between two
groups of teachers, one considered to be "more proactive'.than

the others (by providing more guided assistance and less recitation
activities). All four of the Eeachers who were considered to

more proactdive were opefating in schools where there were no

A
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£ mandates about which'basa;.series‘was to be used.. In contrast,

=y N

three of the six teachers who were not considered to be 'more

. P
. 7/ v ..

\

- -vproactive" were working under mandates to use a particular series, and
. =

the remaining three teachers expressed confidence in thé people who

-

\ wrote the basal readers and wofkbooks aﬁd felt thaththe writers had .
more expertise than did the teachers. This suggests that the.
N ! b

policies of the school regarding selection of materials may have

. . ‘
some impact on the quality of instruction that occurs. Perhaps

i T eeg ¥

. teachers who have been tnld to use a‘certai% basal series and who R

are expected to moye their students through tt are more likely to .

e
o

base instructional decisions'on that series, and less likely to '
“\dgvelop ways to present instruction in a more "proactive' manner.

(The\EBncepgg of "prodctive" and "reactive" teaching are discussed

—

\ N ) .
at greater length in Roehler and Duffy, Note¥9),

L It should be noted, however, that these results are presented
Ay ' .

here as having heuristic, rather than predictive, value. These

findings lead to questions about reliance on thé basal series

and the accompanyiné'teachgr's manual as the primary source of

. 1 - r -~

4
reading instruction, expecially for studénts who do not learn to read
o : _ . s
easily."Of special interest in this regard is recent work bv.

Beck, ﬁbCaslin, McKeown (1981) who determined that teacher

manuals' directioas .for “setting the purpose" before reading a

.story may often create inappropriate expectations for the student

hd - “
that can lead to poor comprehensiof:

\

-

o
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Effects of Context on Teachers' ‘Conceptions qf Reading

2

v

r .
Instruction 7 ,

~ —_— .

3 « Work done early during the 1977-78 field study revealed that
relationships between teachers' conegptions .and their practices were
moderatea by the présence of instructional mandates (Buike, Burke,.

& Duffy, Note 10). *his finding stimulated iuterest in the effects

- .o -

of various contexts on teachers reading conceptions and practice_f
3 -

Context was defined very broadly to include grade ievel, SES level- ‘
' \

of .the student, the nature of ‘the commercial curriculum program used,

e,

and whether or not it was mandated by the school.,

.

Effects of Ability .Level and SES - : “

. ./ Two specific analyses addressed questions‘of context effects,
. : p.x

* 'The first one was conducted by Metheny (Note 11). During the final

-

interviey of the 1978-79 field study, the teachers were asked to state

their beliefs about “eppropriate ways of dealing with the eight tasks

-

of teaching (or dimensions of decision making) for studonts at

various ability and SES levels. These teaching tasks included

AN . . 9
‘\ : criteria fof'judging puoil reading success, selP :ting materials,
y e
\ ) forming instructional groups, allocating time to reading activities,,
allocating time to groups of pupils, <:selecting word recognition
\' orompts, comprehension emphasis, and faYored instructional
»ﬁ rol:. The teacners were asked about each of -these dimensions

for their oresent lowest-level reading group, their present

highest reading group, thuir whole class, a class at the .

»
) 39
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* fourth- or fifth-grade level, and for a class of'étudeﬁts‘at a
&ifferent SES level ‘that ;hgy were currently t;aching.

Bach of the uine teachers for whom final data were available
taught first grade'or sécéad'gradel Six of the teachers were in low
SES ‘scliools, and they were asked questions about‘what #hey miéht
dolﬂifferently if they were in a high SES school at the same grade

"level. The other three teachers were at a high SES school and :
. ;were asked.questions about how they miéht alter their decisions
in low-SES classrooms. | . '

The teachers’ responseg Were analyzed for content and compared for
differencas across the éarious.groups of students. In general, the
teachere’ 3tateﬁenﬁf about wh;t to cqnsider varied consisteﬁtly.' ’
They'all seemed to share a "linear" view of reading that was based
on the sgu&ents' mastery of basic word attack skills before
ptogressing to higher-order compreﬁension skil%g. When they

‘
talked abou; their low regdiﬁg groups, or vhén the three teacher::
discugsed whqt'to.do in f%w—SES clagses, they usually emphasized
the importance of word atgaci skills with Qery simple conrehension
exercises that relied on factual recall. When they described their
d;iéhest reading group, higher-grade ievel students, or high~SES
classrooms, théy described an appfoach that p}aced a greater embhasis

on comprehension at higher levels (inferential, critical, ang

analytical thinking)i In short, the teachers saw more similarity

-
.




.between the primary-grade, high-achieving readers and‘thé'fourth-

and fifth-grade readers than they saw between high and low achieving
readers in the same classroom.

The results of this analysis confirmed earlier findings

(based on the propdsition inventory) that teachers in the lower

elementary grades tend to be more “content-centered" (emphasizing
basal and linear skills) while upper-grade teachers seem to be
"pupil-centered,” (emphasizing conceptions of reading that were

interest-based, natural language $ased, or reflective of subject

matter integration).

_Although-these analyses are based on only nine teachers, they

are provocative in suggesting ways that teachers' conceptions of
e
student ability and SES may influence their selection of . <

instructional activities. However, it should be remembered tﬁét these

conclusions are based on self-reports and were not tled to actual

instructional practices or effects.

Effects of Context Change

The second major effort in which the COR staff tried to trace
the effects of context wa; a set of three cagé stﬁdies of teachers
during the 1979-80 year Tﬂree of the teachefs in the 1978-79 Ehmple
Anformed us at the end of that year that they woulé be using a
differeht commereial program the next year, as mandated by their \

schools. They agreed to let us continue observing and talking with
. <

-
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them about their reading instruction as they dealt with this change.

The results for 'these are brief}y summarizea below.
3 <
Teacher A ™

In one case, a teacher who had stressed the importance of

;motivation through a variety of materials and”activities began

using a very stfuctufed, phonics-based program with regular,
;epeated materials and activities with her lowest achieving
reading group.‘ This teacH;i followed the guidelines for the new,
progran carefully and this resulted in reading group instructipn
that was very different from her practice the year before.

., Although the program only specifiéﬁ hoq_to conduct the group
lesson, there were other chanées in practice as well that could be

attributed to an‘interaction bet&éen the -teacher's preexisting

conc¢eptions and the new program. For example, she felt very strongly
. ' !

that one group of students should not feel more special than the

-

-others, and so she used some of the special gimmicks and signals from

. L 5
the new program with all of-her students. Another example of this

& . B
interaction stems from her strong belief in the importance of

7 -

s 7 . L
reinforcement and practice .under supervision before students are

allowed to work independently. Because of this, the special group
{

was given additional practice with the program materials over and :

above what wés specified in the curriculum guide. Such examples

n

illustrate how teachers' preexisting conceptions can interact with

.
.

-
>
,




e

Fer

37

the mandates of the new curriculum program to influence instructional
N ; :

- practice. ‘In the case of .this teacher, there was no dramatic

.

-change in her conceptions of reading in terms of the rationale

" she offered.fbr her instructional decisions. However, she did begin

to include in her rationales more statements about the importance

of structure and predictability for lower achieving students. This

was an interesting change for her, because she had earlier

: a ) ) . .
emphasized the importange of variety of materials and activities
for all students in order to encouragé\motivation...This change

can be attributed to her perceptions that the program was

successful for these-g&pdents.

Teacher B /.
In another case, the commercial program selected by the teacher

studied was an attempt to standardize the reading program in tke

first through third grades. This teacher felt that the new program

was a "high motivator with lots of center activities" and placed

an emphaéis on phonic blending,which she deemed an important

factor in a reading program. In addition, the instructional

segments of each lesson came péckaged in the form of audio tapes.
Each teacher was reqhi;ed to use the tapes for instruction and,

in the minds of the teachers, further standardizing the instruction
for the students &n the first through third grades. -

-

The teacher's conception of reading in the previous year of

ha
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i
research had beégf;losely*tied to her use of the basa% textbook
series. With the implementation of the new program during the
1979-80 research year, her conception of reading rem;ined
materials-based:as she bgcame very involved in usi;g the new
program. As she stated, "I'm caught up in doing what the book
says to do and doing the page and that's ;eading." Further, she
stated that the program "is good because it makes all of the \

decisions for you and you get caught up in the program—-the problem

is, however, you begin to stop instructing and Bust.read directions!;

During an interview, the teacher was asked by thé researcher
if "you have to know how to teach reading t; be able to use
the new program?”" She replied, "No!" and continued, "I think
anyone ‘:Pld. My mother who teaches high school could probably
come in and do it if she did everything they (the voice on the tape
and the teacher’s manual) said.to do."

7

The teacher studied was an experienced teacher. She often
talked i?out the fact that she would make changes'and modify
the program for use in thé next year's tea&ihg program.- However,
while aéare that she felt the program was not "complete enough"
in terms of the amount of actuai reading completed by students,
she made few changes while using the program in its first year

of implementation. Only in the case of the five high ability

students did she modify the program. For these students, based on

N

!
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her belief that they needed to read more, she provided a set of
basal readers for theiy use. She gave these students the readers

becsuse, "I want them to get words, words, words, words." When

#sked by tfi} researcher why she didn't modify the program for the

’

Y .

other students, she stated, "I don't want to jump the gun
yecause for those students maybe the skills are going to be
introduced later on.". Fu;ther, for'this'teacher, a modificatioﬁ
in the.program b§Sed on these students' individual needs would
provide a "management kind of problem" as 'some would have it
done and some wouldn't have it done."

.In short, the context‘change for this teacher and, hence,
her ‘cenception of reading, was based on the commercial materials
used by teacher and the students. A%though numerous language-
based activities were,a part of her progéam, it appeared that the
commercial progrém they used dictated the reading instruction for

7

her students.

Teacher C
- Teacher C believes 'that a good beginn{ng-reading program
should follow the basal format but be supported by a strong skll]s’
component, Additionally, the reading program should stress an
enjoyment of reading through poetryvané incorporate'elements

from language experience such as personal biographies and

experience stories.
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Achommodating,bhe context change--new phonics materials =~

to her conception of reading caused no major changes in her con-

ception of reading. She still used the basal ‘text and she contin-

ued to teach phonics. However, she was observed working with the”
! ‘mm"%ﬂ?ﬂ:w .
members of each reading group through the phonics workbooks and

was pleased to say that each group had managed to get through

three phonits workbooks. - Normally, she would follow the pre- .
scribed format but on occasion she did skip pages because she felt
: .

the children knew the skill being taught and needed to work on

"

-

other skills.

.

-

Perhaps.the most noticeable change in her,copception centered
around reporting (student) progress.to parents. Here she described ~

what a qpild could or could not do related to skills and in-°

.
o

comparison to the other children in the class. In cases wrere
children weren't :ahchieving at a similar level with. other children,

they were evaluated in a less favorable light.

Summary

. The study of the three teachers suggests that a context change

in the form of a new commercial program had little effect on these

, .

three teachers. Each tended to reflect basically the same con-

<

‘ception as documented for the previous yeér except for certain
relatively minor personal adaptations. Of these adaptationms,

)

only those of Teacher A suggested any real substantive modificatidn;

£
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|
the adaptations of Teachers B and C were quite minor. l

It should be noted that the results do not imply that !

context has no effect on conception but, rather, that the

particular cont}xtual‘ change noted had no great impact on these

e S s
TR R
; T RS

particular teachers. For instance, all three teachers were
essentially materials-driven rather than conception-dgiven
(Teachers B and C more so than Teachsr A) .so that a change in

commercial material did not modify this conception but reinforced ' :

the findings that the content of instrucé}on was more a result S . .
of the.directives of the materials than the judgensents of the . 3
teacher. . v
Relationghips Between Teachex Conceptions
" of Reading and Student Outcomes - g .
Although the study was not originally conceived as an e L

effeqtiveness'study, where differences in student achievement gains s
seemed to be related to differences in teacher practices or beliefs,

we bscame interested in the relationship between patterns of

séﬁﬁiﬁi outcomss and patterns of teacher beliefs. To this.end.

a smail pilot study was conducted in 1978-79. (Aﬁpsndix’F des-

cribes the procedures.) Six 'students from across the achievement

range were chosen from‘each of eight classrooms. In Dece&ber and '
again in late May, each pupil was administered‘the Woodcock Reading

Mastery Tests anddgkgo a reading attitude measure (as well as some

other measures that were later discarded). Analyses of these data

revealed no clear-cut relationships between teacher conceptions of '

-
rea%ing and the Woodcock Scores or the attitude survey (Buike,

[N
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receiving similar types of instruction.

“

Burke, and Duffy, Note 10). It had been expected that teachers who
emphasized a more graphemic emphasis would have relatively

higher scores for word attack skills compared to comprehensioy, and

that ;eachers who ehphasi;ed comprehengion and meaning more w uld
havé the opposite pattétn, but this was not the case. The:é we\é\
no differencgs ln student attitudes {as indicated by choice of \i
wfz)‘eading)activities.) Students coqpistently indicated greater \

interest im play-_typé activities than in. reading-based activitiés \\ ‘
regardless of the teacher concéption. Other pilot ;éasures~we:e \\
not subjected to extensive analysis due to a lack of standard. - \
adminiétration ﬁroceduree.

‘Althougﬁ other research has suggested that there is a
felétionship between a teacher conception of%readingyhnd the \\

type of studept outcomes acquired by students (Harste and Burke,

1977), this pilot study failed to unccver such a relationship.

.

The probleménma; have been methodological, given the small number

og*clasges and\ﬁtudents within classes. Also, a greater variety

of measurement devitces might have revealed more clear-cut

relationships. Despite some differences in the teachers' con-

ceptions, there were no differences in patterns of outcomes,
probably‘due to the fact that all of the students were receiving

“ifistruetion throughtbasal reader programs aqd were, therefore,

6 o
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Dispussion and donclusions

The study of teacher conceptions of reading seems to have .

resulted in 3 better understanding of how teachers think about

1

their subject matter. However, to date, the data do not support .

the basic hypothesis that effective reading teachars are

p%/fg | necessarilyﬂthose who analyze the instructional situation in terms
\ . , .
Y 5 . .
"\ of a reading conception which "pushes" them to select particular

L4

AN A 7
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\ ingstructional alternatives. Ihstead, the interaction between

-

X;nstruction in reading and teacher conceptions is a complex one; -

%fachers apparently modify ‘their instructional decision-making

pargyem

:"1 a%cording to multidimensional conFeptions, and those decisions con- .

cerned with questions of reading confent may bé sighificantly less 1 /\\5
iﬁ;ortant than others. Hence, contrary to the hypotheses noted
at the outset, theories and models of resding are not related
in a simple, linear way to instructional Qractice nor is there

- support for Harste and Burke's (l977)‘suggestidﬁ that teachers'
decisions are based exclusively on an implicit theory of reading.
Rather, the relationship betwedn a teacher's reading beliefs and

r

instructional decision-making appears to be fluid; a teacher's

conception of reading is not a gtatic set of beliefs regarding what :
reading is aud how it should be presented but is, rather, a "free-
floating” element which has little meaning until it is filtered

through- the teacher's conceptions about the ciassroom as a social

G
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unit-and applied to a specific teaching context. The conditions

associated with this context appirently mediate the .teacher's
abstractly-held conception of reading, pushing it into the back-~

ground vhere it cannot function as the primary cognitive structure

~

that drives the teacher,to select certain instructional alterpatives

over others. . (db

As sgch, the major contribution of this research may not lie .

with the specific findings prodhceq‘but, rather,.with its suggestion

.

that the theory of the reading educator fails to account adequately
for the multiple complexities and demands faced by the classroom
teacher. As stated by Hoffman and Kugle (Note 12) in a recent
repért,which tends| to substantiate much ;f what is reporxted here,
"beliefs are situational and relate in complex ways to the

context, of iﬁst?uction." Hence, the major conclusion of ouf'work

4

' may well be that we must abandon the simple, linear hypotheses
t

for c\assroom reading improvement and generate more coémplex

strategi®s that reflect and account for the complexities of the

3

instructional setting in classrooms. .
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(Appendix A)
PROPOSITIONS ABOUT READING INSTRUCTION
‘ , ‘May, 1978 -

pirections:

-~ —-pgreenent (ov disagreement) by circling one of the five letters.

2"

53 °

Far each of the following 45 items, please indicate your level of
In all cases,

§ means steongly agree, B agree, C neutral or undecided, D disagree and E

stroagly disagree: Iﬂ?GR?AN&&—«Lﬁ—yquncaunonmd“gjdc.uggg_a response to a partice
ular item after 30 seconds, you should circle C for undecided and go on’'to the
next item. - .
A B - c - )] E
strongly agree neutral or disagree strongly
agree ’ undecided disagree

b

}. | believe that pupil success in reading should be determined primarily

* by noting progress from easier basal readers to harder basal readers.

A B c . D

’

¢

3. .1 believe that teachers should directly teach the basic skills of ieading'

‘to those pupils who need them..

© A B c . D

E

‘B

-

3. [ believe that the best reading materials aie those which help children

. solve problems of impgrtance to them.

2 AN c D,

E

believe that an important indicator of regding growth is how often a

pupi'l voluntarily uses reading in his dafly life.

: . B . c . D

E -

§. 1 believe that contextual clues are the most important word recognitfon

aids aud should receive more {nstructional! emphasis than sight words or

phonics.
A B c D
$
6. 1 believe that basal textbook materials are an important part
4nstcuctional programs in reading. ' )

A B [ D

-

LY

7. 1 believe‘thai primary grade reading should emphasize decoding skills more

than comprehension.

.K B c . D

a4 ‘1

E

of good

E

AN
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8. I believé that reading ::ZEEEE should be measured primarily by noting how
well the pupil uses his reading ability_for other classroom activities.

— A . "B . c D 5 E

9. I believe that the teacher's role is to help children learn to love reading
‘by allowing frequent free reading and by conducting individual book conferences.

-

A B C D . E .

¥

10. I believe that reading instruction shoyld focus heapily on comprehension,
even at the beginning stages of reading. \v’} '

A : B C D E
11. 1 believe that an important criteria for grouping pupils is the lével
basal textbook each is able to read.

A "B c D E
) '312.- I believe that all children should be systématically taught to use phonics skills.
A ' B c D E/

.. 13. 1 believe that the goal of developing comprehension is best achieved by giving
pupils realistic reading problems which they see as meaningful in their lives.

A B c D E -~

14. 1 believe that reading instruction should emphasize the higher-level
comprehension processes typically found in good children's literature.

A . B c D E ° .

)

315. 1 believe that a very important measure of reading success is the degree
to which pupils use reading as a communication process.

A B A p . " E

i

16. I believe that considerable instructional time should be devoted to conducting
guided reading lessons using selections such as those found in basal textbooks.

A ) B c D E

17. 1 believe that a carefully structured skills guide should be used when
teaching reading to insure that each separate skill is mastered. ?

|
| A B c D E ,

. 18. 1 bclieve that reading groups should be formed as the need for them grises
and should be disbanded when the need-has been met. '

~

o L A B c - D E




20.

tl.

22.

23.

2.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

55
& 3

1 believe that we should spend less tim2 teaching pupils how to read and
more time in gerting him interested, in reading.
A ' B c D ' E

1 believe that reading materials should help “children learn to read in a
netural manner similar to the way they learned to speak.
/

A B c .. D E

Children who have similar skill deficiencies should be grouped together

- for instruction.

A . B c D E
1 believe that reading groups should be based on the pupils' interests.
A B c. D E

I believe that teachers should spend more instructional reading time on
helping children use language as a communication proce¥sq,.

. A’ N . ) B . c . D \"E

-

1 believe that word recognition should emphasize the new vocabulary words
gssociated with eaclr basal text story. )

A B c D E

1 beliéve that a significant part of a teacher's time should be spent in
teaching basic reading skills.

A B Coc D E

1 believe that word recognition instruction should not becose more important
than involving pupils in real-life reading tasks. :

A ' B C - D ., E
1 believe that comprehension should be taught by asking questions about
the basal -text story being read. \ \ -

A B ce D E

1 believe that one effective way to dete\?ine pupil reading ‘success is
to note how many skills he has learned.
) A \ B c D E

{ believe that a significant amount of the instructional time in reading
should be spent on purposeful, real-life projects and activities which

call for the use of reading.

13

A~ B C " D

v . . ot s

yl
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30.

31.

32.

33.

35.

36.

__J3'7.

. 38.

56
- 4

1 beiieve that word recognition instruction.is not as important in reading
as providing children with stimulating, interesting materials to read.

4

A B c D E

I believe that if grouping {s used, pupil assignment to groups should reflect
more emphasis on meaning cues in reading.

A B )f c D E

1 believe that the teacher's role in reading %s to assign pupils to
appropriate busal materials and direct them as they complete the material.

A B C D . : E

I believe that fewer children would have difficulty learning to read if w
stopped teaching reading during self-contained reading periods and, insgtéad, -
taught it as a part of all subjects.

A . - B c D E

I‘bgiieve that' children should be allowed to choose the stories and books -
they want to read during the regular reading period.

-k B /- C . D E

-

I'BeliﬁYe that the teacher's role is to emphasize the communication aspects
©of .reading more than the skills. ‘

A g c . D . E

I believe that a basal text should be used to teach reading?

/

A a B C ' D E

I believe that reading is a difficult process which must usually be taught
in a step-by-step sequence if we are to develop good readers.

A B c D ' E

I believe that the teacher's role is te involve pupils in realistic reading
tasks which illustrate the functional utility of reading.

A B c D E

I believe that reading is not difficult for most children to learn if they
are provided with stimulating and lively materials to read.

A B c D E
-

I believe that reading instruction should focus more on the use of meaning
cues and less on skill instructiom.

- A . B ' C ' D E




41,

l‘z-

43.

. b4,

45.

57
5 . .
l .
I believe that I should spend equal amounts of time with the low, middle
and high basal text groups. .

*

A . B c D ' E

[ believe that reading is composed of a series- of hierarchical skills which
pust be taught sequentially and then used in combination if one is to read

successfully.
&
A B C D E

1 believe that reading instruction should be taught so that pupils can use

reading successfully in all cu{ricular areas.
A B € D '_ - E
I believe that reading would npt be such a problem today if we made greater
efforts to interest children in the reading of good children's literature. -
A B 'C . D ‘E

I believe that too much emphasis is being placed on skills (especially

decoding skills) in reading programs today.
“

A B C D E

~

~

cr
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L Conceptions of Reading Projecta

PROPOSITION SORT

March, 1978 4

The March, 1978 revision of the Proposition Sort included several changes

from earlier editions. First, the "confused frustrated" category was
elimimated. Second, the words “I"believe™ were inserted at the beginning

of each proposition. Third, the number of bropositions stated for each of the
five remaining categories was increased from six to ten per category for a
total of fifty propositions altogether. Finally, and most important, the
conceptual basis for creating propositions was altered significantly. Rather
than create random propositions having face validity but no consistent pattern
from category to category, propositions within each category reflected each of
the following 'dimensions of teacher decision-making in reading," identified
in February. Hence, each category has one proposition for each of the following

-eight decision points: . /

judging pupil reading progress
evaluating/selecting instructional materials
criteria for forming instructional groups
allocating .time to various reading activities
allocating time to pupils of various ability
favored word recognition prompts and cues
type of comprehension emphasized
instructional role favored by the teacher

[ IR NN S R UL I

The additional two propositions in each category (to bring the total to ten)

- were selected from among the propositions which appéafed on the previous form,
but which had not been selected for use in this revision. The propositions
chosen were those which; according to the statistics, were the strongest
remaining propositions on the January edition of the Proposition Sort.

The following is a listing of each of the five categories of propositions.
The column to the left tells which "dimension" th. proposition reflects. The
propositions having no numeral in the "dimensions'column-are those which were

selected from the previous edition.

GO




Dimgnsion
#1 .
#2
#3

#4

#5 -
#6

#7

. I belie§e that sight word recognition is‘ode of the most ‘important

BASAL TEXT

.
L]

1 believe that pupil success in reading should be determined
primarily by noting progress. from egsier basal readers to harder
basal readers.

I believe that basal textP&dk materials are an important part of good
instructional programs in reading. )

I believe that an important criteria for grouping pupils is the
level basal textbook each is able to read.

I beligve that considerable instructional time should be devoted
to conducting guided reading lessons using selections such as
those found in basal textbooks. )

I believe that the majority of a teacher's instructional time should
be devoted to the pupils who are reading at or near grade level.

word recognition techniques to teach.

I believe that comprehension activities should be designed to help
children recall the essential elements of the selectior read.

I believe that the reading teacher's role is that of assigning pupils
to appropriate material and directing them as they complete the materialj

I believe that a basal text should be used to teach reading.

I believe that comprehension should be taught by asking comprehension
questions about the stories in the basal text.

5




Dimension

#8
#7
#6

#2

#3
#4
#1

#5

63

LINEAR SKILLS

\

I believe that teachers should directly teach the basic skills
of reading to those pupils who need them.

I believe that primhri grade reading should emphasize decoding
skills rather than comprehension.

'

I believe that all- children should be systematically taught to
use phonics skills

I believe that a cazefully structured skills guide should be
used when teaching reading to insure that each separate skill

is mastered.

I believe that children who have similar skill deficiencies
should be grouped ‘together for jnstruction.

I believe that a signjficant part of a teachers time should
be spent in teachinyg basic reading skills. ’

I believe that one effective way to determine pupil reading
success is to note how many skills he h&s learned.

I believe that the pupils having difficulty learning to read

should receive the majority of the teacher's instructional time.

I believe that reading is a difficult prfocess which must
usually be taught in a step-by-step sequence if we are to
develop good readers.

I believe that reading is composed of a series of hierarchical
skills which must be taught sequentially and then used in
combination if one is to read successfully.

D
e

N
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Dimension

#2

#1

#7

#3

#5

#6

#4

i#8

INTEGRATED WHOLE

1 believe that the best reading materials are those which help
children solve problems of importance to them.

I believe that reading success should be measured primarily
by noting how well the pupil uses reading as he pursues his
daily routine activities.

+ 1 believe that the goal of developing comprehension is best

achieved by giving pupils realistic reading problems which they
see as meaningful in their lives. .

1 be.ie'e that reading groups should be foréed)as the need for
them ‘arises and should be disbanded when the need has been met.
I believe that most of our pupils would be good readers if we
gave them purposeful reasons for reading.

I believe that word recognition instruction should not become
more important than involving pupils «in real-life reading tasks.

I believe that a significant amount of -tie <instructional time
fﬁ'reaﬂing should be spent on purposefﬁl]’real-life projects
and activities which call for the use of ieading.

I believe that fewer children would have difficulty learning
to read if we stopped teaching reading during self-contained
reading periods and, instead, taught it as a part of all subjects.

I believe that the teacher's role is to involve pupils in realistic
reading tasks ‘which illustrate the functional utility of reading.

"1 believe éhat.reading instruction should be taught so that

pupils can use reading successfully in all curricular areas.




““INTEREST - .

Dimension
. . ),
#1 1 believe that an important indicator of reading growth is how =
often a pupil voluntarily uses readipg in his daily life.

#8 I believe that the teacher's role is to help children learn to love
reading by allowing frequent free reading and by conductipg -
individual book conferences. . '

#7 1 believe that reading instruction should emphasize the higher-
level comprehension processes typically found in good.children's
literature. -,

# I believe that we should spend less time teaching pupils how

to read and more time in getting him interested in reading.

’ #3 - 1 believe that reading groups-should be based on the pupils'
interests.

. #5 I believe that if we gave children opportunities to read what
they want to read, most of our pupils would be able to read well.
#6 1 believe that word recognition is not very important in reading
when children have been provided with stimulating, ipteresting
materials to read. N i )
#2 1 believe that children should be allowed to choose the stories,
” and books they want to read during the regular reading period.

< I believe that reading is not difficult for most children to
learn if they are provided with stimulating and lively materials
. to read.

1 believe that reading would not be such a problem today if
we made greater efforts to interest children in the reading of
good children's literature.

o 0o N




Dimension

#6

‘#7

#1

#2

#3

#5

#4

#8

/ ’ ¢
NATURAL LANGUAGE .

L}

I believe that contextual clues are the most important word
recognition aids and should receive more instructional emphasis
than sight words or phonics.

I believe that reading instruction should focus heavily on compre-

hension, even at the beginning stages of reading.

I believe that a very important measure of reading success is the
degree to which pupils use reading as a comnunication process.

.
1 believe that reading materials should help children learn to read

_in a uatural manner similar to the way they learned to speak.

I believe that teachers should spend, more instructional reading time
on helping children use language as & communication process.

1 believe that pupils of average and above average abilities benefit ’
mest from my teaching and should receive most of my time..

I believe that groups in reading should be formed on the basis of
pupil ability to use meaning clues as they read.

H

1 believe that the teacher's job is to organize the reading period
so as to maximize the interaction among all thé\}anguage arts and to
emphasize the communication aspects of language. |

1 believe that reading 1nstruétion should focus mo;E\on the use of
meaning cues and less on skill instruction. N

I believe that too much emphasis is being placed on skills (especially °
decoding skills) in' reading programs today.

.
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The Eight Dimensions of
Decigion~Making in Reading
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Dimensions of Teacher Decisions in Reading
’ Teacher #

affective observed equal measures quantitaeive
. 'y : ,/
response to oral laug. combination of pupil -meéasures of
rcading/language facility e of all reading -levels  skill acwuisitiou
Criteria for judging pupil rcading progress
trade bocks "~ reflectn. of nat. equal . basal- highly struc-
& real-life lang. patterns &/or combination like trued skill ,
.materials child-written mats. of all materials emphasis
Criteria used in evaluating/selecting instructional materials
_ interests language patterns/ "equal instructional
‘of chil- language maturity combination reading ) skill
dren of pupils of all . level needs
Fayored criteria used ir forming instructional groups
self-select use lhng. as equal guided readg. of stories mastery
. and read mats. a communication combination or articles which of specific
of interest process | of all are graded in difficulty skills
How instructional time is allocated to various reading activities
most equal . ) . sl ow
* able above combination, average disabled
pupi%s average - - of 111 pupﬁls .pupﬁls

How instructional time is allocated to pupils of various ability levels

: - context equal visual/graphic cues phonics-
syntactic/ and letter combination and sight word letter by
semantic sound of all recognition letter sounding

Favored word recognition prompts and cues

‘eritical equal literal little

and combination and or no
creative inferential of all factual recall emphasis

Emphasis on comprehension

pupils teacher equal teacher assigns tchr. initiates
teach guides and : combination materials & helps and controls
themselves expedites of all’ pupils as they nced it  instruction

Instructional Role Favored by teachex

O~ ¢
v/
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&

Interviey
11-27-78 7 N

£
-

Since we last talked, have you done any kind of
further testing?

Has your group changed in an& ﬁay?
Have you selected new materials? Why?

How do you [eel you $end the majerity of your time with the
varying groups in your room?, Types of activities.

How do you perceive the time you spend with students of
‘varying ability levels? -

Do you feel you have a strategy you use ‘to help a child
attack unknown words? If so, what is it?

How do you define reading comprehension? Do you have a
strategy you use to help a child gain meaning from printed
material? : '

How do you define your belief system of the teaching of
reading? : $ .

How do you perceive your rele as an instructor? ) ¢

{ ?

What are your teaching goals for the rest of the'year?




Teacher l#formation

; .1.
2.
3.
b,

"3,

3

‘:COnception: of Reading o ‘
Fall 1978 )
Interviev Schedule

How long have you-been teaching in elementary scliool?
» ~ \ -

. Mave you taught at dtper schools? 1f so, how many? Where?

How long have you becn teaéhing at ;ﬁis grade level?

Mave you taught at- other grade levels at this school or at other schools?

flow long at each grade level?

In terms of teaching reading, which grade lqvél do you most prefer? Way?

selection)

Teacher Info on Present Reading Program

— ..10'

2.

3.

.l‘o

5.

7.

8.

(Criteria for material and program

How/what would you define your present reading programn?

Now did you come to decide on this particular r ading program for your class?
(prote for sources, e.g. individual decision, other teacher recomaendations,

principal, curricular mandate, etc.)
Poes your school have mandates concerning materials and the reading program
you are to use in class? ~<(if yes, probe for degree arnd type of mandated
program and materials) . - _ Y

Y

a. Do you feel these mandates satisfy your notions about- how reading

should be taught and the materials to be used? (if yes, elaborate.
1f nc, what do you feel needs to be-added or changed to complete the program.

What kind of reading materials will you be using mostly in class this year?
(probe for type, e.g. tcacher/commercial made, -and..the nature {skills, etc)

_ of materials). . "

Now did you come to decide on the materisls you will be using for reading?
(probe for sources using criteria of egal/selecting). -

~What kind of reading activities will you be uting mostly this year?
(probe for games, reading centers, projeccts, ctc.)
1 ' ) .
What 3 most important things are you going to try to accomélish-in rcading
this year?. ' .

-

what things are you going to do to accomplish these 3 things?

do you hope to have a wider or a narrower

When school closes in June,
How will

span between the best rcading in your class and thc poorest?
. you accomplish your goal? '

<



.

Tcachtx Ihxlo<ophy of Reading , :

1. NhaL things were most crucial in your rcading cducation LhaL influcnced
your belicfs' about the tcaclking of rcading? (probe for courscs, instructors,
books, other tca(hcrs, tecaching expcriences) ’ . “

2. In revicwing the development of your notions about rcading do you think,
your ideas have changed {rom the time you were a student to the present
day? (if yes,) Can you give specMic tlmCS & expcrxcnccs that produced
these changes? . / .

3. Can you briefly typify your beliefs about reading? (probe for dimcnsions
l” S’ 6) 7’ 8) ’

.

Teacher Belicfs About Readers (judging pup;l,success)

1. Could you define for me what you call a good cr a success{ul reader?
What do you 1ook for as signs of a good reader?

2. Similarly, how would you define a poor rcadér, and, what signs do you
look for as 51gns of a poor reader?

3. What sjigns do you Iook for as 1nd1cants of rcading improvement in a rcader?

s

4, How do you think kids really learn to read? . (probe for'strategies kids ase)

5. Do you feel it is important to remediate poor readers? Do you think thexe
. arc things you can do to improve poor rcaders? (if no, vhy not?) (if yes,
what kinds of things would you do to remediate them?) i

6. Do you think "high ability" and "low'ability" students- should be taught the
same in reading class? S

7. If you had only the best readers in your reading class, how weuld you work
with thom?

Secure list of all students, place their names .on note cards.

Teachers Bcliefs About Grouping (Criteria for grouping)

1. Will you be grouping students in youf.reading program? (If no, see 5)

2. If so, on what criteria will you use to group your kids for the reading
period? (probe for sources of info c.g. otheg teachers' info, what s/he

heard about students, teacher testing, other. tested, interacting with studcnts

etc.)

3. Could you pleasc group the children now according to the way you'll be
grouping your kids. Plcase categorize them in groups and call thcm what
you'll be calling them during reading.

.y
LS
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—

Could you arrange thesce groups from highest to lowest in terms of their
reading sbilitics? :

Individualized instruction (no grouping)--For our purposes, it is hr(cnsury
to kcep tabs on pupil reading activity during the reading period. .ho you
think you can arrange your kids from the highest teo lowest on your own )
reading criteria, in this class? Could you now dividc them inte tive

_groups from highcst to lowest groups on these criteria?
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CONCEPTIONS OF READING
Interview Schedule

Third Cycle - February, 1979

" Teacher. Background

You are probxng here to gaxn insight igto the commonalities and
differences between the teacher's elementary school 1nstruct10n in
reading and the instruction she is providing for her' pupxls Sample
questions include:

1. When you.were in elementary school, wag your family in the high,

middle or low SES group in your school?

2. When you were in the primary grades, were yo@ in the high,
middle or -low reading group? '

3. Were the friends you played with during. -your prxmary grade
years in the high, middle or low SES group of your communxty’

4. Can you remember how your teachers taught you to read? Describe
the materials, procedures, activities, etc. (probe in terms of our

dimensions).

Genesis and Development of Conceptions

You are probing here to determine how the teacher's practxces
(and, by inference, her conception) has been modified over time.  For
each question, ask what the teacher did .in her first year of teaching
and what she dic during her 2nd to Sth year of teaching.

1. What reading growth evaluation techniques did you use? How
did you decide on these techniques?
If different ask why.

2. Upon what basis did you form reading groups7 Why upon this basis?
If different ask why.

3. What materials did you use? Probe for any other kinds. Why
these materials. < Co
If different, ask why. .
. ¥
4. What types of reading activities were included in your reading
program? Rank them in order of importance.
If different, ask why.
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5. Rank the amount of time you spenc with high, medium, and low
ability children from mokt time to least time. What made you
decide on this time alldtment? '
1f different, ask why.

6. -1If a student came to an \unknown word, what clues did you 'provide
to help him/her recognizé it? Why these clues?
1f different, ask why.

7. 1f a student could not answer a comprehension question, how did you
help him/her answer it? Why these clues?
1f different, ask why.

- 8. What skills did you emphasize most? Why those?
1f different, ask why. :

9. How much 6ra1,reading was done in your regdingdtlasses? Why?
1f different, ask why. .

10. How much silent reading was done in your reading classes? Why?
1f different, ask why. :

11. How was seatwork used in your classroom during reading? What
was its nature? What made you decide on this type of seatwork?
If different, ask why.

12. Did you read to your class? Why or why not? .
If g¥fferent, ask’why.

’
1I1. Principles Describing the Teacher's Conception

.

You are probing here to obtain a list of principles or propositions
or hypotheses which the teacher espouses or dccepts as true and which she
says she uses in making decisions for and about the reading period.

1. Reading Concentions. To probe for a reading concaeptioph, give the
teacher the Prop Sort she completed and take her through. it ’
orally. Have her select tho:e propositions she most strongly
agrees with and to alter any of those principles to make them
agreeable to her. Also look for hints and clues to other prin-
ciples not included in the Prop Sort. ‘

o,

2. Other Conceptions. Probe relative to other conceptions which your
observations have led you to suspect are influencing the teacher's
instructional practice. Try to identify the principles™which
describe these non-reading conceptions. - '




IV,

Instructional Decisions bbscrvcd

You are probing here to (1) confirm that what you have, during
observations, assumed to be decisions were decisions in actuality and
to (2) determipe the teacher's rationale for making these decisions.
The rationale, Wf course, should reveal the principles upon which the
decisions ate baked and, hopefully, will help us determine the degree
to which decisiog-making matches conception,

A. ' Llong-range or permanent decisions

Here you probe regarding unspontaneous decisions (the teacher
scems to have made them som2=®ime in the past and operates in them
without censcious thought). Questions might include:

1. I have observed that you almost always . . . When did you
decide to do it that way?

2. What conditions caused you to originally make that decision?
(probe for genesis).

3. What is‘your rationale for doing it this way rather than some
other way? (probe for underlying principle reflecting a
conception).

B. Decisions which seem to be coffext-specific

Here you probe regarding decisions which the teacher seems to
consistently make with only certain groups or certain kids or under
certain circumstances: the decision is not universal to the
situation. Questions might include:

1. I have observed that what you do with ? ‘ seems to
be different than what you do with the rest of the class.
When did you decide to do it this way?

- -

2. What conditions caused you’to originally decide to do it
this way? (probe for genesis). .

3. What is your rationale for doing it this way with ? 7
and a different way with ? ? (probe for principles
association with a conception).

C. "On-the-Spot" decisions

Here you probe regarding decision you have observed the teacher
make at particular times and which seem spontaneous. Questions
might include:

1. On (date) , 1 noted tha® you . .. Why did you do that?

D‘/ [t

¢ o
. /
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A
When was the first time you can remember doing that and what
caused you to try it? (probe for genesis) ., :

What is your rationale for having done what, you did?

(probe
for principles associated wich a conception).

Lt TR
LAV

‘\




CONCEPTIONS OF READING -
: ! " < VA
4th Cycle Interview Schedule ’
/ y . .

May 4, 1979 . .

M .
¢ ~

.Procedures e

The purpose of ch;s intcrview is to confirm our previous findings regardlng

teacher thought which appears to guide and govern decisions. Tq achieve this
goal, use the attached format_to probe each teacher first for the important
conditions (however many she offers) influencing ChL decisians she makes for . .

each dimension when 'she considers her poorest readers. - When all eight dimen—

P L S vy

sions havé been completed, for the class as a whele, create {n the teacher a necw
"mind-set" which focuses on a different SES school setting and ask the same
\<\\'7‘ Questions. Repeat the procedure again for each of, the following:' the best

) reading group, a similar SES but a nifferentcgféée levgl (1st or 4th) and for:
//// her current‘class when she~thinks of it as a whole. To obtain the cleanest .

data, carefully nrovide the "advanced organizer" pf “mind-set' which the teacher

\ <7 is to focus on prior to her responses in each of the five context-sbecific

. eriteria.

In the-interest of conserving time, do not try to either write down the

teacher's responscs yourself or to have the teacher write them down. Just be

. sure your tape recorder is running! We must have a typed transcript anyway

- 50e¢ o o

-

]

Also, I would suggest that you schedule two hours for this interview and
> <

do’ your best to complete it in that time. Once the scheduled time is up:/baﬁever,
conclude the interview as soon as possible whether you're done or not afd we will
. e

$ust have.to settle for the data we have. I feel we need to do-this out of
. / -

-

" consideration for the teacher and her time as well as out of consideration for you

and your time.
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" slowest-readers you have in your class. Now, which of your kids would that

_Dimension #3

82

-2~
y .

REHEMBﬁR, kecp reminding these people (and yourself!) that we are asking

—them_about their thoughts/beliefs, NOT what they actually do.

- PART I

’ e
v

Now I want you to think only about your bottom reading group--about the

be? (Lct teacher identify pupils.)

~

Dimension 1

Thinking only of the kids in your bottom readirg group, what.do you believe

v

are the best ways to judge the success of these pupils? What shou1d363110uk
for to tell if the slow kids are becoming better readers?

Dimension {2

Still thinking of the bottom group, what do you believe to be the most

important characteristics to be considered when choosing materials for reading

instruction For these kids? What should you look for in choosing reading

. .

material for the bottom reading group? ’

-

Considering only the bottom kids, what do you beliewe to be the most
fmportant criteria to use informing a bottom reading group? How should you
¢ . . .
decide whether a kid belongs in the bottom group?

Dimension Qi

In terms of the slow group, what reading activities®o you believe should

be given the most instructional time? What do you believe your slow kids should

-
’

épcnd most of their reading time on?
Dimension #5
Considering justSthe slow kids, how much instructional time from you do
Q

you belicve these kids nced? How much of your time should the slow kids receive
as compared to other kids in your class? "

.




Dimension #6

rd

Thinki;g only of the bottom group,~what types of clues do you believe these

-

- kids should be given when they meet words they don't know in their reading?
What-do you think you shoulg tell your slow kids when they don't know a word?

.

Dimeasion #7 *

# - Still thinking of your slow kids, what emphasis do you believe should be

ﬁlacéd on comprehension with these kids? ‘ﬁ#& type of comprehension &hould

-

be emphasized?‘- \

L Dimension #8 /
- For;the slow kids, what instructional role do you believe you should assume
whcn.tgaching reading? In what way should you intervene with your slow reading
group during reading instruction time?
N . ?ART 11
ééy ‘ Now I want you.to imagine that you are teaching the same grade level but

in a different school. 1In this different échool, the kids_ére « « « , the
. o AI
homes are . . . , the major type of occupation is . . . , (fill in descriptions

which.create a contrasting SES from the school the teacher currently teaches in.
Ask the same eight questions but insert ﬁiﬁo each question the reminder

about the difference in schools. e

6 - [

Dimension/#l~—Judging pupil success in reading

-

Dimension #2--Critcria for selecting instructional materials.in reading
Dimension #3--Criteria used to form reading groups

imension f4--Which reading activities will be allocated the mosg:i
. : instructional time? . 7

% 14

Dimension #5--Which reading group will receive most of your

k ) instructional time?
\/\ .
lDlansion f16--Favored word recognition prompts
’ : Y 2
Q ‘ ; .. ., ' } < ’ ¢

&y
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. for to tell if these kids are becomong better readers? . _

84 Y 4
-l

NS

//

' ' PART JIT - . \
" Now I want you to think only about your top reading group in t t—ejdass

you have now--about the best readers you have in your class. Let's see, which

Dimension f#7--Relative emphasis on comprehension

pDimension #8--Favored instructional role

of your kids would that be? (Let teacher identify .pupils.)

E}mengion 1

Thinking onlyjof the kids in the top reading group, what do you believe -
. -~

are the best ways to judge the success of these pupils? What should you look
) {

-
(3

pimension #2

: Still thinking of the top groupf‘what do you believe to be the most

i -~

important characteristics to be considered ‘when choosing makerials for reading
instruciion for these kids? What should you look for in choosing reading

material for the top kids?

Di@ﬁ%sionkgg

Considering only the top kids, what do you belicve to be the most important

criteria to use in forming a top reading group? How should you decide whether

a kid belongs in tﬁe top group?
L

A
Dimension 4 : R

In terms of the top group, what reading activities do #ou believe should

be given the most instructionaf time? What do you believe your top kids should

LY

spend mosy of their reading time on?

pPimension 15

( ,

Considering just the top kids, how much instructional tiire from you do you

belicve these kids need? How much of your time should the top kids receive as
| ‘ ,C‘la{
O

o
i

compared to other kids in your classg?

M

*
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Dimension 76

Thinking only of the top group, what types of clues do you belicve these

 kids should be given when they meet words they don't know in their rcading?

2T iy
[y -

What do you think you should tell your top kids when they don't know a word?

Dimension #7

Still thinking of your top group, what emphasis do you believe should be
placed on comprehension with these kids? What type of comprehension should be

émphasized with them?

Dimension {8

For the top group, what*instructional role do you believe you should assume
" when teaching reading? In what way should you intervene with your top reading

grcu§ during reading instruction time?

N PART iv

Now 1 w;nt.you to imagine that you are teacﬁiqg in this same building
where you are currently teaching with the same kinds of kids that are here now.
However, rather-thén teaching a i_____ grade, you are teaching a grade.
| Ask the same eight questions but insert into each question the reminder
about the change in grade level. ,;

Dimension #1--Judging pupil success in reading o o

Dimension f2--Criteria for selecting instructional materials in reading

DPimension #3--Criteria used to form reading groups

Pimension #4--Which reading activities will be allocated the most
instructional time?

Dimension #5-~Which reading group will receive most of your
‘ instructional time?

Dimension {6--Favored word recognition prompts

Dimension #7--Relative cmphasis on comprehension

Dimension f#/8--Favored instructional role




-6~

PART V
Think about your current class as a whole, iAcluding all your kias and all
your. réadigg proups. .
Dimecnsion T . .

\a

What do you bcelieve arirghc best ways to judge your.pupils' success in

reading? Or, what should y$u look for to tell when a kid's getting better

in reading?.

k4

Dimension #2

.

-~
Considering.the class as a whole, what do you believe to bc the most

important cHaracterlstics to be considered when choosing matcr1a1 for reading

{fnstruction? Or, what should you look -for in choosing reading matcrlal for
4

the class as a whole?

Dimension #3 —

Still thinking about your whéle class, what do you believe to be the most
important criteria to use in fdfming reading groups? Or, how should you decide
what group a kid should belong to? .

5

L4
Pimension #4

1

-

In terms of the class as a whole, what reading activities ‘do you believe
should be given the most instructional time? Or, what do you belicve your

kids should spend most of their reading time on?

Pimension #5

\
Considering all the %@ds in your class, which ones do you believe should
reccive thé most instructdoral time‘from you? d}, which kids should you spend

the most time with?

Dimension 6

Thinking of the class as a whole, what types of’clues do you bclicve

kids should be given when they meet words they don't know in their reading?
&

LOED)

\ 4o

o N
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Dimension #6 (cont.) ‘
} |
|

Or, what do you think you should tell your kids to do when they don't
know.a word? - ,

Dimension {7 \\N/) ? )

_ Still thinking of your class as a whole, what emphasis do you believe

should be placed on comprehension in reading? Or, what type of comprehension

should be‘emphasizqd?

~

Dimension £8

For the class as a whole, what instructional role do you believe you ¢

should assume when teaching reading? Or, in what way should you intervene with

your kids: during reading instruction time?

E

LR XY WOPara
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Coding Conventions
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2.

3.

10.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

’

Always consider the large ﬁnit when classifying; i.e., if a larger segment

Condeptions of Reading Project

* Revision

November 1, 1978

Conventions for Coding

l

of time which is homogenous with respect to content has embedded in it only
a short comment by the teacher which would change the subject, reading,. 14,
or task specificatfon, ignore this comment and code for the larger unit.

When the teacher gives directions or elaborates
part of the regular content and should be coded

it occurs.

Announcement of due dates should never be coded
treated as follows:

1$’

e -

2)

For group designation, if more than

If it occurs during a regular lesson,
subject area in which it occurs == do

{

-

separately.

on an assigument, this is
in whatever subject area

They should be

then treat it as part of the
not ccde it separately.

If it occurs separately as an announcement during a transition,
do not code it separately; merely consider it part of the transi-

tion.

~

3

whole class; code as"a subgroup.

N

For group size involving staandard groups, just.take the given number in the

group minus those children that are absent for that day.

groups, count the aumber inyolved. . -

Times for intervals must be continwous e.g. 9:12 - 9:20; next interval 9:20 -
9:40; next 9:40 - )

Movies and assemblies are whgle group activities

For movies or tests or field trips or educatio
terms of the content involved for subject ay

\

!

"\

a.

-

-

N

niess otherwise specified.

1 assemblies code them in

Make a judgement about when the transition is over uéing the criterion of
when most children have begﬁh to workk\ )

For transitions to and from reading subgroups, code them for the children

involved if the information is available.
lesson, code the transition from the time- the teacher announcesthe group to
the class to the time at which he begins the lesson with these children.

Fer the beginning of the group

there is confusion as to the beginning time vs the transition, code the

lesson as having begun immediately.
teacher announces they are finished.
these children returning
this to be momentary and
available, then code the

tramsition.

>

)

If the inf

The end of the subgroup comes when the
1f there is aot further reference to
to their scats or beginning other artivities, assume
code-without a transition.

ormation is

“one child is involved but less than the

For all non-standard

1f
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. N 4 . ‘\
10a. IF teacher is in transition but‘is assigning. materxals/collectxng/
. giving directions--we want to know if she is making a direct reading
assignment; therefore,.code in the minor subject area.

11. Whatever happens at the beginninog of jthe day or at the beginning of the
second half of the day before the teacher formally begins the activities is
coded as * transition. :

12, Ignore any individual disciéline proulems in the classroom, no matter the -

length of time inwolved, unless they interrupt the teacher while she is'with
some other kids who are receiving iustruction. The key is that it must take
teact =,r time.away from some chiidren who would be receiving instruction had
the rutrerruption not occurred. Code suéh interruptions as transitions.

13. 1If data are missing, leave those columms on the code sheet blank.
14, For transitié »-the only thing you tode is the fact that, it is a transition,
the subject columm and the beginning and ending “ime,

15, Note a time change (both when taking field notes and when coding) whenever .
at least one element of a row cn the coding sheet changes. .

16, ' 1f papers and assignments arxe.made as part of an‘'overall transition from
one activity to another, code as a transirion. 1f it occurs as part of a
lesson, an activity or a session with a particu‘ar group of kide, code it
as "assign1ng/col7ect materials".

175,ﬁefinition<nf Reading Activities

. ) 1) Word recognition -- anv activity which focuses primarily on how -
' «, to say a word or how to pronounce it.

1, sight words oﬂd/O; visual d15cr1m1nat10n -- acti rsities in whlch
kids are helped 1o learn to say the word (or iletter) by v1sua11y
d;stlnoulshing the word or letter from among others and by
¢ . remembering what' it isoks 11ke, primarily a task of visual

discrimination and memory. ' .

.
- 1 4 . LA

o 2. phonic analysis and/or auditory discrimination/memory’ --
. . activities ir' which kids are helped to iearn to say the word
or letter by using the letter sounds. .
3. st?ﬁ:ﬁzre -~ gctivities .in which kids are helped to learn to

59y the word by separating root woxrds from prefixes, sufixes,
' inflecticnal endings. .

. .
4. cantext -- activities in which kids are helped to learn to say
the word by saying a word that.makes sense in that sentence,

Z) Comprehension (gergral questioning) -- any activii; which fncuses
- ) primarily on understanding the meaning of what has been read
through a process of asking kids questions about what happened in
) a manner which approximates a '"check-up'" rather than a progression
l of "Socratic questioning'. v
|

.

1. factual recall/literal -- questions which focus on recalling

information stated in the matcri&} which was read.
/o

o
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. 2. inferential -~ questions which focus on eliciting meaning
. . which is melred (but not stated) in the material which was
) < ‘read. .
v IR . AN
: <. 3. critical/evaluative -- questions which focus on elicitin&
judgements from kids regarding what they think about various
T aspects of what they read.
\ > . -
© 3) Comprehension (skill teaching) -- any activity which focuses prlmargly
: on teaching kids how to-figure out the answer to comprehension
questions, N
1. factual ‘recall/literal -- activities wgich-ﬁpcus,primariiy,on &
. ) helping kids learn how to figure out-the answer to questions
+ which focus cn inférmation statéd in’'the-material which was read..
e 2. inference, -- activities which?focus primarily on helping kids
. learn how to figure out the answer to quéstions in which.mganing
is implied (but not stated) in the material which was ‘read.
//, 3. critical/evaluative -- actiyities which focus primarily on .
helping kids learn how to make judgements about what they have
" o _ read. .. ) .

4) Using oral language experience -- any activity which focuses on kids
using their experience background in developing language facility
(reading. writing, speaking,-spelliqg,\etc.).

1. building oral language fadiliby -- the focus is on using back-
ground experience to develop the oral vocabulary and/or ablllty
to express thoughts orally.

7 . . . ; . {

2.' sharing experiences -- the focus is on expanding experience

b\ . backgrounds either by exposing children to direct or vicarious

\\ ) experiences.

- 3. creating re&ding stories based on experiences -- the focus is
. . on the production of either dictated or written gtories which
reflegt child's experience and which ultimately fan be read by.

R the author égﬂig{ by other pupils.

4., reading with expressign--teacher pirectly saying "read
with expression.”

’ o M
,

5) Study skills -- any activity which focuses on using locationa. todls
such as dictionaries and encyclopedias, orgunizatic:al skills such
as note traking and ovtlining, xeference gkills or skills in using .
various . zading rates. - !
‘. J
6) Using reading to solvé a problen or compiete a task -- the focus

of the activity is the completion of some task in whjich reading
{s a "means to the end'" or a tool to be used.

. .
ERIC | g

s . ]

e * -
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Definitions of teachér ability .

4=

?

7) Affectxve response to readlng ~-- any activity in which the focus
is on developing an apprecation and/or a love of reading or in |
which an attempt is being made to develop the habit of rcad)ub as
& recreational lei$ure-time. aCC1v1ty

3
1. reading to clagé ~~ the teacher reads stories or poems orally
to the class
*2. expressingyinterest in books =-- the teacher demonstrates or
models (by her words and/or actions) h-~rv interest in reading
.as a recreational activity or tells kids why they should like
to read. N

’

3. directing/stdpervising interest-based activities -- the focus is
on activities whieh are designed to have kids become more in-
, volved in the'recreational aspects of reading (such as book
reports, book fairs, art related to books, drama related to
books) etc.). '

8) Guided reading of graded stories =-- children work under the teacHer's
direct or indirect supervision in reading stories from basal text-
books or other commercial packages of graded reading material.

1. oral ~-- the teacher has the pup1ls orally read passages from
4% the text.

2. silent -- the teacher has the bupils'silently read passages £rom «
the text. .

1 . .

1} 1Incidental instruction (teachable moment) -- the teacher presents
instruction not because it has been planned for this time but because
circumstances seem %o indicate "that this would be . beneficial tlme :

to do it. -

7 .
2) Direct instruction -~ the teacher presents instruction which has

been planned for this time and in which she 1s trying to achieve
certaln instructional goals. , .

*1. lecture about content -- teacher\prOVides a verbal descriptidh
. of how to do the task without allowing/encouraging pupil response.

P

i ' 3 _ .

2. 'guided assistance -- teacher provides a carefull equenced

series of steps and/or questions which lcad/gbé/igjl}(s) to the
achievement of the goal. - '

3. psactice -- teacher asks 'test-léke" questions or assigns seat-
work in which the child is expected to per form repetitions of

a recently taught activity w1thout teacher assistance; it is
‘practice donly if it build3 on what has been, developed through

"a" and/or "b" above. .

v L4

?
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Definition of Vehicles of Instruction

S

~5- , 95

' .
) “ Ee

4. -Tecitation -- same as practice except that the "test-like" ﬂﬁestions
or seatwork is not tied to recently taught activities; it is
recitation if teacher just seems to expect the kids to know or is
providing information about the correctness or incorrectness

of pupi} responses without provid#g assistance.

.
‘

5. application -- the teacher focuses on hé€lping children, transfer
(or use) what she has taught them to a contextual situation
(a real book or other life-like reading task).

6. T oral reading to class -

-

-

3) Monitoring -- teacher circulates among children to ensure:that they
are doing work properly-or is available at some designated point
for children who need help to come ‘to her. ° .

4) Testing ~-- the.focus of the activity is on assessment, either for
diagnostic or administrative purposes. . ‘

1. formal -- the test-being administered is standardized and is
scored primarily by reference to norms. -

2. informal -- the test being administered is either teacher made
(flash cards, etc.) or depends heavily on teacher judgement in
administration and scoring.

5) Assigning/collecting materials/giving directions -- self explanatory.
6) Record keeping -- self explanatory. ) ’ ////

7) Lesson preparation -- self explanatory.

8) Transition/managerial/"set-up" time ---self explanatory,.

~
0-4) Self explanatory. .

4
5) Centers -- activity or learning centers around the. ¢lassroom

where kids.pursue independent activities or are supervised by
persons o{her than the teacher. <

6) Commercial materials

1. basal textbook -- refers to the pupil's edition.

-
»

2. reading kit -- a set of materials other than a basal which are
dispensed from a compact package ?nd which provide a '"program”
of reading activities for kids. ‘

3. workbook ~- refers to any workbook. ‘
4., games -- refers to games prodpccd to reinforce academic skills.

»

5. tests -- any commercially produced test.

&3 . :
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o -6-
7) Teacher-made materials ¢
1, experience stories -- includes stories the teacher has children
create using paper and pencil as well as dictated stories which
the teacher records on experience chart paper.
2. home-made reading stories the teacher has made
. for childrap to read,
- 3. practite material -- gny teacher-made games or exercises
(EXCEPT DITTOES) which the teacher has kids do for practice
and/or review, .
4. tests -- any eacher-made g%%t or assessment tool.
‘8) .Dittoes -- includes all dittoes.
20, Definiticns of Favored W/R Prompts /
- R - - - -
1) Letter*by<letter ph s -- when the teacher cues the child to
sound each sepatrate letter sound (or phoneme) in turn as a .means
for identifying 4n unknown word, a
. ¢ . ¢
2) Phonic parts and/or structural analysis -- when the teacher
cues the child to sound out the sound units (phonograms) in
word or to separate prefixes, suffixes and roots.
,3) Visual word cues -- when the teacher cues the child to how the
word (or letters within the word) looks as a means for identifying it.
4) Context plus initial conéonqnt -~ when the teacher cues the
child to the sense of the sentence and simultaneously to the
initial letter sound by the unknown word.
5) Context
6) ‘gimply says word for the child é
73' Experience cue . 69
” 8) Attention cue ("look at that again") . L
s ‘ + 3 ~
*9) Not word recognition prompt
. 8 - -
21, Definictions of Comprehension Prompts :
1) Expericnce clues -- the teacher cues the child by using some

experience she kpows the child. has hag and which she feels
will help him undertand what is being read and/or encourages
the chjld t6 read with expression

Nb.,.

{i/
L)(}




2)

3)

&)

3)

6)

-7-

-

Visual clues -- the teacher cues ;:he child to the pictures ™
or other illustrations in the book.

Leading questionc -- the teacher asks a series of questions
designed to lead the child to thle desired understanding.

Direct refecrence to the text -- the teacher cues the child as
to vhere on the page or in the sentence the answer can be found.

Language elements -- the teacher-cues the child to the lay g

words or elements of language usage which serve as contextua
signals. - ‘

Not‘ comp prompt
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Teachcer - Each teacher has a unique number,

Student - Number students uniquely within class (2 digits)

)

bay . Time (beginning/ending) - Group size (2 digits)
. t ' . T~
Group desipgnation Location \ Supervisory Code v
1.’ whole group 1. in own room " . 1. teacher supervised
2. subgroup ) ‘2. out of room - . *2. othér supervised
. 1,partial 3. out of school . 3. nonsupeyvised
. 2.total . i - -

3. individual

Task Code Attending code
0. unclassifiable 0. unclassifiable
1. testing 1. high concentration on task .
1. formal 2. mnmixed )
. 2. informal . is not on task i -’;7
2. instruction .
3. practice a) Reading (O1)
4. application i 0. crassifiable
~ 1. read ' 1. word recognition ,
2. write - " 0. unclassifiable
3. neither 1. sight words and/or visual disc.
4. both ’ 2. phonic analysis agd/or auditory disc.
. 3. structure (prefix, root word, etc.)
Subject areas . - 4. context (using senterce sense) , .
: .‘-unclabgifiable . : 2. Comprehension (general questicning)
1. reading ) ) 1. factual recall/literal
.. 2. languags arcs . 2. inferential )
3. other content areas 3. critical/evaluative

4. transition.from one instrgitional 3. Comprehenéion (skills)
activity to next/manageri 0. unclassifiable

S. ordinary breaks (luncii/recess) 1. factual/literal
6. beginning and ending exercises - 2. inference
7. toilet L, . 3. critical/evaluative .
8. other breaks . 4. -Using oral language experience
’ X 1. building oral language facility
Language Arts (02) § 2. sharing experiences: .
0. unclassifiable .3. creating/reading stories based
1. oral expression on experiences )
2. penmanship 4. other .
3. spelling §. ‘study skills
4. writing mechanics (drill or © 6. Using reading to solve a problem
copying of punctuation, etc.) or complete a task
5. composing (creative or expository) 7. "Affective response to reading
6. literature 0. Unclassifiable
. ) 1. Being read to
Difficulty Level ’ 2. Looking at or reading books
Q. gunclassifiable A 3. Completing interest-based book activit
1. seems to be on level 8. Reading graded stories (basal, etc.)
2. seems to be difficult 1. oral

3. seems to be‘easy 2. silent

-~
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Measures used for student outcomes included:

1. an attitude survey developed by the researciers,

v

2. a natural language sample in the form of students

telling a story for a picture and recording their

bt

thoughts on paper,

3. administration of the subtests of the Woodcock

=

. Reading Mastery Tests (results included) and,

4. administration of the Gray Oral Reading paragraphs.




Teacher's

#

01

04

05
08

T12

T13

G*

-Teacher's
_Concept

4

Content oriemted

pupil oriented

" content oriented

content oriented
pupil oriented

cowfent oriénted
content otienﬁqd

content oriented
&

X =

Table 1: Woodcock Group Average Gains.

WOODCGCK READING MASTERY TESTS

N

Letter
Identification

1.61
,2=0.06
1.38
.53

.16

.52

From:

-

Wovxd

Identification

.48
. .66
.36
.68
.67
.36
91

.76

.61

Word Word
Attack Comprehengion
43 .53
1.18 .+1.36 .
.71 .23
.5 .06
.81 \ .48
.08 .88
2.01 -58
.93 .4.63
.83 .59
. ’

901

Passage
Comprehens-

r-

.63

1.21
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Dimensions for Graphically Displaying
Teacher Canceptions
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