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SUMMARY: THE STUDY AND ITS FINDINGS

Introduction

The wne>’<f few pages descri‘be and sumrﬁorize the findings of a small
exploratory study conducted in four los Angeles Title | elementary schools
with “higher reading scores than mgsf reading scores in the cify“. The
summary is intended as a convenience for those unable to take time to
examine the full report. | v

The Research and Evaluation Bronch‘ of the Los‘Angeles Unified School
District and the Ce'm‘“er for the ‘Study of Evaluation at UCLA carried out the
study in partnership. T was conceived as the first step in a research
effort that j\;vill continue Throu~gh the 1981-82 school year. As such, its

. goal was modest: to begin to generate some informed hunches (initial

hypotheses) in response to the following sequence of questions:

¢

The Questions Guiding the Study -

(1) What seems to account for the comparatively: high reading
scores of certain Title | elementary schools in Los Angeles?

(2) In particular, are these schools engaged in demonstrably
effective educatipnal practices that other Title | and
similar schools covld profitably and practically employ?
(3) If so, what specifically are those practices, and how do they
function to make a difference in students' reading?
The Schools
Four schools were selected for the study on the bases of test

scores, poverty ranking, transiency -rates, ,and ethnic composition of

enroliment. Three were among the nine Title | elementary schools citywide

with median sixth-grade reading scores (Comprehensive Tests of Basic

Skills, Spring, 1979-80) at or above the national 50th percénfile. The

fourth was also a relatively high-scoring school. Furthermore, :two (Alta

<«
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Loma, 42nd Street) had risingA scores but falling poverty ronking;é, while

two (Dorris Place, Elysian Heights) had consistently higher scores and

predominately Black; in the latter, predominately Hispanic d‘ngj part Asian.

: - ]
relatively stable poverty rankings. Enrollments in the former were i‘
|

N |

Methods . ‘\t\,\.

‘ The‘ réseorch foliowed the principles and procedures of efhn\c;‘g_lfophic |
fieldwork. Thirty school staff members were interviewed (some seQ‘e.\\r:ol - o |
times), and impromptu conver’sqfions were held with many others, as well os ) 1

with some students. Activities in many school settings were observed,

including those in 24 classrooms. Documents, instructional. materials, and.,. - 1
\
\

schools studied and relevant to the teaching-learning of reading. Of fhg

other records were éxamined. A total of 10-12 school days were spent. in ! \\“ -
research on site. ‘Analysis was aimed at idenfifyihg activities, . !
enJvironmenfol circumstances, beliefs and attitudes, materials, organiza- ‘
tional arrangements, etc., cohmon to the four schools and functionally {
related to teaching-learning and/or test-taking in reoding. l
o

Findings |
|

Seven conditions or features appeared to be both common to the four 01

<

|

seven, four seemed to bear more directly on reading instruction. Evidence

.

to authenticate the presence of these four in each school was also firmer. . '

* The four are described first. |

. Close Attention to.a Continuum of Reading SKills, Joined with a Marked
Emphasis on Reading for ‘Comprehension.

|
As - most schools do today, the four studied ordered reading |

instruction along a continuum of skills. Tests were given regularly ° :

to assess students' progress along the continuum. Records of test {

performance were routinely kept and kept up to date. When students |

seemed to need further work in order to "master" a”skill, they were

usually (it appeared) assigned further work. E

[ N v (’J




But learning discrete skills (e.g., particular decoding skills)

was not the exclusive fodus of their programs. Each of the four schools’

placed heavy emphasis upon and devoted considerable instructional

efforts to, students' reading for comprehension. ,
[t seemed, then, that the schools' programs facilitated individual

students' learning to read at a pace, appropriate for each and also

-afforded students an opportunity to integrate specific reading skills --

to practice them in complex interrelationships in the act of

reading-and-understanding. '

-

2. Specialization of Instruction in Reading.

Teachers in each of the four 'schools visited had some way of
dividing responsibilities for the teaching of reading: teaming (also
called leveling, *rotation, cooperative teaching), departmentalization,
or a feacher-aide division of instructiorial roles. Specialization was
extant especially in the schools' upper grades. In each case, the
resulting specialization of instruction appeared to permit teachers to
plan more efficiently and thoroughly and to give each student more
direct teaching attention during the formal reading period than teachers
could have managed had each taught his/her own class in reading.

3. 'Strong," Experienced Teachers with High Standards and Expectations
for Student Performance.

A cadre of experienced teachers with high standards and
expectations for student performancé was present in each school studied.
These teachers shared a‘:belief in their students' capacity to learn and
learn well, even though social and economic circumstances in students'
lives outside school were often difficult. Their demeanor toward
students and their teaching actions seemed to follow from these beliefs.

: They appeared to be routinely supportive and encouraging when their
students were having trouble. They seemed to work hard, using diverse
teaching strategies, to help students learn. Together with their
classes, they seemed to maintain a positive, work-oriented environment
in their classrooms. They assigned substantial amounts of classwork and
homework and held students accountable for completing them. The
assignments they gave seemed to credit students with competence.

4. Stability of the Reading Program ond Key Staff Members over Time. -

In each of the four schools studied, central elements of the
reading program and at least a nucleus of key staff members had been
present for at least four or five years -- in some cases, longer. The
relative longevity of both program and staff might have contributed to

more consistent and effective reading instruction.

Three other conditions were present in each of the four schools which

but

seemed functionally relevant to teaching and learning in reading,

somewha: less directly so than these four just described. Time limitations




on the inquiry also meant that ‘these three conditions were less fully

examined than those above. These three were:

5. An emphasis on writing --which may have extended students' experience

with written Tanguage in ways that influenced their reading
performance.

6. Teacher participation in decision making about the content and organi-
zation of reading instruction -- which may have facilitated
teachers' investment in their reading program. This, in turn, may
have stimulated their teaching efforts.

7. Esprit de corps , a high degree of both "rapport" and mutual respect
for one another's pedagogical competence among staff members -- which
may have facilitated greater staff collaboration on projects, more

sharing of teaching ideas, more fully articulated instruction from
reading level to reading level, class to class, and grade to grade.

No one should mistake these findings for. "answers' to the areseorch
questions listed above. They are only some first, promising hunches. The
exploration of the environments surrounding reading in Los Angeles Title |
elementary schools will continue. And, as it does, these hunches will be
examined in a broader range of schools. Sbme ‘mﬁoy then be confirmed,
refined,‘ond elaborated as factors Thcn‘h do, in fact, contribute to improved
learning in reoding.. ‘Others may be disconfirmed and replo.ced by new

findings. ‘

( /;"&

~

]

vii




Y

HIGHER READING ACHIEVEMENT IN LOS ANGELES ,

A
"~ TITLE | ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

An Exploratory Study of Underlying Factors




INTRODUCTION

" What seems to account for the higher reading scores of certain Title |

b}

e-zlemem‘ory schools“«in Los Ang'eles? Are these schools~engoged in effective
educofidnol practices that can be duplicated in or adapted by other schools
with similar types of students? If so, what are those procfices? Which of
their wvarious éomponen‘fs seem to make a différence in students' reading?

These questions served to focus a small, explorcn‘ory sfudy carried out
in partnership by the-Los Angeles Unified School District's Research and
Evaluation Branch and the Center for the Study of évoluofion at UCLA.
Conducted fn four schools through Mo_y and June of (981, the study was
conceived as the first step of a research effort that will continue in the
1981-82 school year. As such, its purpose was modest: to generate some
informed hunches (initial hypotheses) in’ response to the above questions.

In this, the exploration succeeded. The findings it yielded are the c&’e/chf’
this repérf.

NP 6ne éhould mistake these findings for "answers" to the questions
listed. Severéll visits to each of four schools are enough to wdrrom‘ only

t

some initial hunches. Nevertheless, the findings described here are

3

exceptionally interesting and extremely promising. They indicate that there

£

may very well be some ways of managing and teaching reading that make a

difference in Title | students’ learning--ways that are practical, that can

fit the circumstances of Los Angeles Title | schopls.

&




But before we' turn to these findings, the origin and methods of the
sTudyA'ore explained in a few pages each. Most readers will want to review
these in order to understand fully the discussion of résulfs that follows.

At the end of the report, some directions for continued research on .
Tftle | reading are described. These ar:e an important product of the

initial exploration, but probably of interest to a smaller audience.

1




THE GENESIS OF THE STUDY
Studying the instructional environments of reading in Los Angeles Title
[ schools* :,vas an idea born in the District's Research and Evaluation
Branch. It came about as Branch staff members examined results of the most

recent (spring, 1979-80) administration of ‘the Comprehensive Tests of Basic

Skills (CTBS). Sixfh—grode. CTBS scores were of particular interest. While
all sixth-graders have not passed through every grade in their present
school (there is considerable transience of pupils‘, espvecidlly in Title |
schools), a good many of them have. 1:hus, sixth-grade CTBS performance was
consi:jered at least a rough index of the effectiveness of an elementary
school's overall pregram, grades rl‘ through 6.** An analysis of l979-é0
citywide results shov.ed nine 'fiﬂe | elementary schools with median .
Sixfh-grode"re‘oding scores obove the 50th national percem‘ilé.

These scores stood out. For some of the nine, they represented a

dramatic increase over sixth-grade medians ?f the previous school year. For

others, they constituted “a continuation of notably higher reading-test

*Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides for federal

compensatory education funds. Schools qualify for these funds based on
their poverty ranking in the District. A school's rank order is based on an
-index combining the number of students enrolled whose families meet income

_qualifications for (1) free school-lunch assistance, and (2) Aide to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Thus, the District's’ poorer
children tend to be enrolled in schools receiving Title | compensatory
education mopies. Within these Title | schools, students who score below
the 50th percentile on standardized tests such as the CTBS are eligible to
receive the extra educational services the federal (and related state) funds
provide. ' .

**As an indicator of instructional-effectiveness, the validity of the CTBS and
similar tests is not universally agreed upon. But for the purposes of this
study--i.e., as a rough indicator to identify schools for some initial

_exploration--it seemed reasonably adequate. (However, more detailed test
score analyses likely to be useful in continuing study are suggested in the
final section of this report.)

7 3
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performdnce compared to other Title | schools. ‘Moreover, with 196 Title |
T : [ ‘ . .
elementary schools in the District, only these nine had achieved reading

medians above the 50th ;SrerAcenJiie.' Kquurally, then, the following question
) . - . ‘ . . ) & - . -
arose: Is something going on in these schools which might be of benefit-to

others?

The. identification of the nine schools wds the seed from which this

study grew. That seed, as it hoppéned, "took root in a nurturant

¢
-~ LN

environment. The Research and Evaluation Branch had' for some time been

considering how District research could best serve the improverr‘f?gnf of
. : b N\

. A, . . . ) s -
instruc¢tion and learning in Los Angeies schools. A collaboration between

the Branch and the Center for the Study of Evaluation af UCLA had begun to
take shape with the development of such research in mind. Dr. JoseBh» Philip

Linscomb, Associate Superintenden*, LAUSD, and Dr. Eva Baker of the Center

for the Study of Evoluqfidn were instrumental in the establishment of Thisb

collaboration. These arrangements led to'meetings between this author and
ké'y?-members of the Research and Evaluation Branch, principaliy Dr. Fl.orol‘ine
Stevens (Director of the Branch) and Mr. David Houck (Assistant Director of

\

the Branch's Title | unit). Together, we refined the questicns véh‘i_ch are

presently* guiding research on Title | reading and which the exploratory *

study has begunLTo address. To reiterate, those gquestions
!
[

(1) What dccounts for the higher reading scores of certain Title
) | elementary schools in the District? —

o

are:

(2) In ‘pcrficulor, are these schools engaged in demonstrably
effective educational practices that other Title | and
similar schools could profitably and practically employ?

(3) If so, what specifically are those practices and how do they
: function to make a difference in students' reading? -

*The word presently is important here; for, as the project continues, more’
specific questions are likely to evolve from the data collected and to focus
the next phase of work. The basic purposes of the research, however, will
not change.

7
3
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The broad, prior questions--numbers (1) and (2) above-- were -
o .
. absdlutely necessary as starting points for the study. Higher test scores
. may be traceable to particular school activities: curriculum choices or

teaching practices, staff development, the actions. of school leaders,
" ty . . 13

a

programs - for porenfs{.\ qnd/or -others.* But éome major research éfudies
% suggest stronger relofionships befweecn $scho;o.ls’v fes.;‘}t_ resulf-s.ond'
sociocecoromic, cultural, and deirﬂpgrophic factors in the communities the
schools serve.** Highve‘r scores may also be orf!chfs:.of» how the test is

odminist}ered,y.orﬁ_sfude,nfs' fomilior_ify_wi_fh the test format, or of the match

&

befw(éég\ the test and the curriculum taught ** - ’

' Or égoin, they may result ~when' there is a better fit between schools'

” N

ways of organizing activities - that are culturally appropriate in students'

) families and commurities.**** And it is not impossible, as one techer put

it, that "some year it (o’higher grade-level median) just happens, you know,

-

\ ] " . - N .
you just get a.group of really sharp students.m***x** Given these and other

possibi‘lifies; \‘he\rej .wqé simply no way to know at the oufseof,of the study

-

. what mighf account for the higher sixth-grade m;dions of the. nine schools .

. I - R -
identified. = Indeed, it was not Certain that research would be able to find
.9 " plausible exp_loﬁofions for the higher scores.*##s#*

A3
+

*For examples of instructional factors that can make a difference in
students' achievement, especially the achievement of students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds, see Rosenshine (1976) and Rutter, et.al., (1979).

*#See, for instance, Coleman, et al., (1966) and Jencks, et al., (1972)
+#*For teachers' arguments in behalf of these and similar explanations of
testoresults, see Dorr-Bremme, et al., (1980). On the influence of test
odmin)isfroﬂon conditions on scores, see for example Ciciourel, et al.,
(1974). \ : ' :
#***Refer, for instance, to¥Au (1980) and Philips (1972).
**##*This statement was made by a teacher interviewed during the exploratory
: study reported here. . » ,
»##x%x(t seemed highly possible, for instance, that some different--and perhaps
unascertdinable--combination of factors might account for each school's

o scores,*
B . g Q"
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The first step in the study, then, had to'be a flexible; wide-ranging,

4

_ exploratory inquiry. It was essential to cast a net broadly in order to

learn, first of ail, whether factors that seemed to account %or the higher )
scores could be located and, . if they couid, t;usm‘ what those factors appeared
to be. Such an iﬁvesﬁgm‘i‘on, as noted earlier, would lay.the groundwork
for continued research; it w'led provide information to guide the fibcus and
methods of fhe study's next steps. -

For an efforf of this sort, fieldwork was _cieor‘ly the most promising
approach. Visiting ‘schools, fclking. with staff members, observing

oé?ivif—ies--éonsidering all the while the wide range of possible ‘ways of

. accounting for the higher scores--would best yield the information required.

But mérelz visiting schools, talking to people, and observing activities

would not be enough. These things would.-have to be done systematically,

according to some standard operating principles.
- The next section describes - very, ;/ery briefly - how vfieldwo;rk of this -

kind was done_ in the exploratory study. Readers interested in a more

detailed account of the study methodology and procedures will want to turn

immediately to Appendix A, "A Closer Look at Research Methods ."

i
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A SHORT DESCRIPTION OF HOW THE STUDY. WAS DONE

To structure the research, | followed principles and procedures that
anthropologists usually use in doing their e’rF\nogrophic fieldwbrk.

Vlsmng four higher-scoring Tl’rle I elemen’rory schools, | observed ond
Ius’rened to staff members' and s’ruden’rs' everyday activities in a variety ofs
settings: in clossr»ooms, fabs and offices; on the p.qyground and. i |
hollwoy§; and occosiondlly in facuity meetings, Iibror.iesf,'ond I0un'ges“?\lxbln
porficulo(, | observed 24 di:fferen’r clossrsoms, most .of them during reading
fihe. In somé cases, | made specific appointments in advance to ot;serv-e"‘
classes. Usually, | dfopped in on ‘teachers who hod agreed ’rho'r | could do
so anytime. | also interviewed 30 people (some of them severol ’rlrgles)
in«jluding principqls~ and classroom teachers, Vprogrom coordinators and
reading resource teachers. | conduc’r‘.ed impromptu conversations with a good
many other odul’rs, as well as wn’rh some s’ruden’rsw l

Through May and June of the 1980-81 school year, | moved among the four
school;, ollowmg what seemgd important in each school to suggest what to
"o’r’rénd to in tne others. ‘And whatever | saw and heard ’rho’r'seemed‘of' least

P

po’ren’ridlly relevant, | set down as it occurred in my field notes, as

°

exactly and in as much detail as possible. In all, | spenf_about sixty
hours on site, the equivalent of o[mu’r two school weeks.

Be;rween se?s”of_visi’rs to the schéo_ls,f | reviéwea my notes to idenfif;'
patterns, or co;hmon features and themes, .in the ever-increasing data. | was

looking for activities, environmental conditions, beliefs and attitudes,

- o

materials, organizational arrangements, etc.," that the four schools and/or
the communities around them appeared to hove in common, These si’ruo‘fions .
fud

‘also seemed to be functionally relo’red to teaching-learning or test-taking

in reading. Such things, my hunch at the end of the explorohvon would be,




a ¢

- - -

might very well acount for the school's higher scores. The things that

ultimately appeared to meet these qualifications are reported below as

findings.

“

Later 6n,~ in the 1981-82 school year, research will continue in order

~

to see whether the things identified in this phase are, in fact, regularly

“present in Title | elementary sechools with higher scores and routinely

IS

_ . . : | )
absent where scores are lower. This work will shape the initial hunches
S - '

reported here into firmer hypotheses.

, To visit both higher- and lower-scoring schools in the Spring of 1981

was .not feasible. Givena The’ﬂme o;)oiloble, an eXpIorm‘io-n in four schools
was all that could be done, and it seemed more promising to begin with fou‘rr
’ higHer—scqring schools. Thus, using scht;ol profiles exactly like those on
the next two pages, | selected four schools. Three wefe among the nine with
1979-80 sixth-grade CTBS reading medians above the 50th national

percentile. To meet certain other 'crifério, | selected a fourth school with
~

a 1979-80 median at the 42nd percentile was selected. These schobVIS

included:

0 Two where scores had been at or above the 50th percentile
for at least three consecutive years while their Title ]
poverty rankings held relatively constant. Both had pre-
dominantly Hispanic enrollments and smaller proportions of
Asian students (Elysian Heights Elementary School and Dorris
Place Elementary). ,

8
o Two where scores had gradually risen (to the 56th and 42nd
percentiles, respectively) while their poverty rankings
had declined.* Both had predominatly Black enrollments;
one had a notable minority of Hispanic students (Alta Loma
Elementary.School and 42nd Street Elementary School).

A

*Schools' lower poverty ronkings suggest that. the students enrolled are
less well-off economically.

{
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Some readers may want a sense of each of these schools as an individual
entity before proceeding on to the next section: "Findings: What the
Schools Had in Common." For them, a thumbnail sketch of each school is

provided in Appendi.x.B.

t

And again, readers interested in a more thorough description of the

ethnographic methods, analytic logic, school ‘selection criteria, and actual

on-site procedures employed in the study are encouraged to review Appendix

A.

-




FINDINGS: WHAT THE SCHOOLS HAD IN COMMON
Overview |
What did these four schools have in common that may have accounted for

their higher reading 'scores? In overview, the answer to that question is

the foliowing:

I. Close attention to a continuum of reading skills with a
marked emphasis on reading for. comprehension.

2. Specialization of instruction in reading: departmentalized
or cooperative teaching.

3. "Strong", experienced teachers with high standards and
expectations for student performance.

4. Stability of ‘progr_,om and key staff members over time.

o

These four features seemed to bear directly on the teaching-learning

of reading, and there was reasonably good evidence that they, in fact,

existed at each of fheqfour schools

Three other factors may also have contributed to the schools' higher

scores:
5. A curricular emphasis on writing.

6. Teacher participation in decision making about the instructional
program. : - )

7. A sense of esprit de corps among staff members.

.

These also.seemed functionally relevant to the teaching and learning of
reading But less immediately so than did numbers 'one through four. In

addition, evidence thaf H';ey were roufir;ely present within quﬁc;h school and

i3

[
across all four was somewhat less solid than that for the first set of

features. But each of these certainly deserves mentioning, as | will show.

>
.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Now, | will elaborate upon, document, and discuss each of the seven

itemns listed above. In so doing, | wil'l, suggest ways in which each one

seems functionally related to the social and/or cognitive dimensions of the

teaching and learning of reading in classrooms.

[




1. Skills Plus an Emphasis on Comprehension

As most schools do today, the four schools studied ordered reading

instruction along a continuum of skills.  Tests were given regularly to
assess students' progress along the continuum. Records of test

performance were routinely kept and kept up to date. When students
appeared to need further work-in order fo "master" a skill, they were
usually (it appeared) assigned further work. But learning discrete
skills (e.g., particularly decoding skills) may not in itself be
enough. Students probably need regular practice in integrating those
skills - practice in actually reading for comprehension.

For the instructional leaders and many of the teachers in the schools
studied, there was no "may not" or "probably" about this. They
believed that learning skills were not enough. Thus, the schools'
programs emphasized reading for comprehension.

Two phenomena were 'presem‘ in each of the four schools studied:

(1) the staff appeared to actually use the skills continuua and related

materials that purportedly guided their programs; (2) they seemed to keep in
mind that mastery of learning skills was @ means to an end: reading and
understanding. . Thus, the reading program in each school emphasized reading

for comprehension.

In Appendix B, | summarize the reading materials at the core of each

L]

school's program. And as | went about the schools, it was evident that the

.

elements of those programs were actually in'use. Of course, | repeatedly

_observed students at work in ‘the readers and workbooks, on:the dittoed

work-sheéts, and tests that were p&rf of the curricula. But more than that,

Y

instructional staff members seemed, in most cases, to chart students'

progress and con(u'h‘ their records of students' strengths and weaknesses in

the process of teaching.

Note: In a second grade bilingual classroom at Alta Loma, students' Spanish

Developmental Reading Program profiles (record-keeping cards) were on the
corner of the teacher's desk. They looked dog-eared, well used. -All were
written on extensively. As | entered the room,. the teacher was glancing
over one as she talked with a child, directing the girl to a worksheet.

After the class, the teacher remarked, "The DRP system has helped teachers,

even in English. You know these skills are followed, as a sort of an out--
line, from grade to grade, and in Spanish it's even more help." ’

’
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~work and for .re-teaching of rspecific sk’ill‘s) appedred to be well-used.

Note: As | interviewed a sixth grade teacher at Dorris Place after school,
he showed me around his classroom. Stopping at a large file box, he pulled
out a card and said, "Good records - that's important. You've got 'rhe_\t
number of questions, the number each student got right, what they're
missing." Further.along on the classroom tour | asked whether he went to the

retrieval room frequently for supplementary materials. "Oh no", he
answered, pulling open a cabinet door. "l keep copies”f those right here,
right where | can use them."

These were by no means unique a.experiences. Simiior instances recurred
freqt.;enfly dUring my days in the schools.*Rlecords of students' reading
performance were rou’rinel'y i(n evidenc>ew;- nearly always, they séemed
up-to-date. Now and again, | noticed 'fieochers'f-illing them in, consulting

them, discussing them with students or colleagues. In the reading retrieval

or resource rooms, the materials that were on the shelves (for supplemental

a

Sign-out sheets suggested that at least some of these materials circulated

regularly. As | visited classrooms, | was, on several occasions, able to,
see examples of diagnosis and re-teaching! Teachers' comments to me, to

a

their colleagues, and to students reflected (most often) knowledge of where
in“the’ con’rainuui'n individual students were working.

Those who coordinated the reading programs at each school voiced s’rvrong
commitments to what is usually. called the“"diognos’ric-prescrip’riv’e" approach
to instruction - an approach inherent in their programs. As the reading
resource feoéher at 42nd Street put it, "We try to be very cdn;inuum-
oriented."

As soon as the child shows potential to go beyond where he is, move
him out. Reading all the stuff, the stories, between .the covers

of each book isn't where it's at.  You test them out, move them on
to reading at a higher level. ' .

*Frequency counts. of observations and teachers' comments such as these would -
be useful documentation, but extremely time-~-.:.uming to ‘assemble. The '
reader, therefore, is encouraged to take the specific instances cited as,
"representative” with however much skepticism he or she deems appropriate.




The reodmg coordmo’rors* at all fhe schools made efforts of various

kinds to encourage teachers to Teoch in a diagnostic-prescriptive way. In
at least three of the four schools', classroom teachers were asked to submit
their record cards - or at least to report their sfudenf§‘ standing on the

continuum =+ to coordinators on a periodic basis. Functionally, this served

to hold teachers accountable for monitoring their students' progress in the

designated way. It also gave the coordinators an overview of schoolwide

)

movement along the continuum.

[

Note: Speaking with the reading resource Teocher in the lab at Elysian_
Heights, | asked whether teachers kept up their students' records on the
Houghton Mifflin cards. "Oh yes," she replied, "l check them, so they
have to keep them up." She went on to exploin that she collected the cards
three times a semester, just after parent conferences. "If a test is not
passed, | will talk to the feocher about what we can do to help that }
sfudem‘ " ,

Note: The reading coordinator at Dorris Place had constructed a chart on

‘a bulletin board in .the retrieval room. Levels of the Developmental Reading
Program continuum were marked off across the top. Down the side each class-
room was listed. Students in each class . were represented by pins, with
different colors for those in the Spanish and English DRP. On the head of
each pin was a number indicating the student's level at the beginning of the
school year. Teachers report their students' progress every eight weeks,

and the pins are moved to show learners' gains.

The reading resource teacher at both Alta Loma and 42nd Street
described how they had matched (so'mefime. b'e:»f‘or'e the District had) the
District continuum to their respective programs. and fheh how they had
provided their colleagues with ‘sfoff development on the new system. They
regularly trained new teachers in ft\eir schools' reading programs. Both
felt that most, but not oll',aof their colleagues were following the desired

instructional procedures. As one said, "Not one-hundred percent of the

*By reading coordinators | mean those staff members who, in fact, oversaw the
reading programs at each school, whether or not they were formally titled
"Reading Coordinator." .

)
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teachers follow the idea, but most, | think, do. Some still start on page

‘one of the book and go through every page to page three hundred.”

Independently of one another, several teachers reported that following

their schools' program had helped students. "internalize goai setting".
This proc’rlce suggested indirectly that their continuum-oriented programs
were, in fact, in use. One teacher at 42nd Street had just flnlshed telling
me severo/l stories |Ilus1’ro’r|ng students' "drive" to move olong the
continuuum, when d sixth grader came through the door and called loudly,
"Let's go, Mrs ____,i I' wanna finish u:p that test and get me outta level I3."

At Alta Loma, another teacher reported:

In sixth grade we try to make them test-oriented so the anxiety

level is just a little high. And some of them will say now--you
hear them when they get a test back--"I'm still having trouble
with such-and-such a skill, but over here, | just made a careless
mistake." '

The reodmg programs o’r the four schools studied were each s’rruc’rured '

by a continuum, of reading skllls. The ideas and mo’rerlols inherent in and
necessary for a diagnostic-prescriptive skills approach were evident in
each. And most significantly, the materials and the approach they implied

seemed to be widely, if not universaliy and perfectly, applied in actual

proc’riée throughout each school. Close attention to the teaching and

leorni.n,g skills, it dppeored, v;/os something the four schools had in common.

As_ | have noted, skills instruction was not con,si&ered, in any of the
school's programs, as an end in itself. Their.shored emphasis was reoding‘
compreh-ensnon. The rationale for ’rhls orientation was echoed by educo’rors

in each school. The reading coordmo’ror at Dorris Place put it succinctly

when‘she saids

N




"

The DRP itself won't teach a child to read, because there isn't

enough application, continuous reading. They need to have continuity

so we "supplement the DRP with other things." :

Similarly, the reading resource teacher at Alta Loma explained that the
DRP "doesn't translate into reading comprehension. We suggest teachers use
it, say, two days a week, then spend the rest of the time with Harper Row."
The school improvement coordinator at Alta Loma offered the same
perspective: -

It's a false concept that you must use the DRP every day--one or two
days a week {or phonics, yes;.then supplement with Harper Row. You.

want té*move them into reading.
| The same em_phosi§ was éQidenf at 42nd Street, where the faculty hod,
selected the Ginn 720 Series, specifically because they judged that it was
"strong" on comprehension skills. |

To observe and verify that "an emphosis;" on something exists in actual
procfice'., of course, is difficult without spepding a g.reof deal of time on
shi"fe. _ f!‘Nevverfheless, the four schools' stress <3)n reading for undersfoﬁding

was manifest “in-many ways.

ln three of the four schools, "reoding; in the content areas" was a

recufrent theme. Staff members reported that assignments in social studies,
/ ! : '

science, health, music, and so on were explicitly used to "reinforce"

reading comprehension.

At Alta Loho, the incorporation of: reading into all s;ubjecfs was an
objective in fhe‘ school's S‘ﬁhool Improvement/Title | Plan. Furfhermbre, six
different ‘foculfy members, on separate occasions, mentioned "reading in the
content areas" oého feature of the school's program. A sixfh'grode teacher,
for instance, explained:- |

| think lots of teachers do it--maybe some niore than others. In social

studies and science we read as a group: | cal! on students, and
ask questions. [t's just another added practice.




.

The teachers at Elysian Heights--spontaneously in a foculfy me‘eﬂng on*
schedulmg and reading, and again in interviews conducted several weeks
lofer--pomfed out that we're reading in health; we're doing reodmg~in
social studies; we're teaching reading all day. Observation suggesfed that
Teoéhers did, in fact, teach reading concepts while students were involved
in subjecf area assignments. ) ' .

At Dorris Place, the redding coordinator explained that Teuchers had
been encouraged to use subject-matter books as supplemental reoders. At

least some Dorris Place teachers apparently followed this practice. One,

for instance, recounted using history material for reading. Another

a

. reported employing geography and science texts during reading time.

Teachers in the four schools brought students together with diverse

reading materials in a wide variety of other ways. Teachers at both 42nd

Street and Alta Loma describecs!\3 walking their classes to nearby libraries.
Younger students at both schools were o-so participants in Th.e R‘eocﬁng Is
Fun(damental) Program, through which they were given books to read and to
keep. Faculty members at both séhools were trying to expand that program to
‘other grades.

The sixth graders’ reoding‘ teacher at Alta Loma required students to
read a half-hour to an hour a day after school and to complete 50 b'ooLs over
fhe'course of the year. He notified parents of these requiremém‘s and
called for them to verify in writing when a book had been read. He also
checked students' comprehension of -the books with oral questions, having
found written book repor}s "too much" for them.

The librarian at Dorris Place rvegulorly read stories to class groups
and somefir.nes brought in books from the public library and the Area 7

Multicultural Center at Buchanan Street school. Her multicultural program

|7 e
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for fif’rh and sixth graders inoluded such assignments as reading folktales.

A bookmobile came regulorly to the school, and ’rhe school librarian informed

the bookmobile ilbrorlon in advonce obou’r the ’roplcs and stories she hod
been introducing.
Teachers at all schools emphasized that ;rhey regularly assigned a wide

variety of reading materials in their ecldssrooms. :In ’rh'eir individual
remarks on this topic, the themes, practice and comprehension cropped up

£

once more. . .

Note: Fifth and sixth groders at Elysmn Heights regularly reod the Los
Angeles Times' Student Outlook. Letters to the editor were .
regularly assigned. Reading to unders’rond the articles was, of
course, a prerequisite for writing the letters.-

Note: As I watched a multi-grade reading class at Alta Loma, the teacher
" pointed out the stacks of Ranger Rick, National Geographic, and
other reading matter throughout the room. "They Tove to read. If |
let them, they'd sit here and_read all day. - When they're through

“With 'rhelr books, they talk about them, read parts of them aloud, and

draw about them." You've read the research," she added, "when kids
- are-involved with._their reading, .they're. reodlng words ’rho’r are ob0ve
.. their reodlng levels." _ ) /

. Note: When dne sixth grode group at Dorris Place read otfo@uf‘Fronk Lloyd

Wright, they translated their unders’rondlng of thel/text by designing

houses.; On other occasions, teams of students posed comprehension
questions on assigned material to one another. "lt's kind of a

gimmick, | guess," the teacher commented with a shrug, ™o slow down

and work more with whot ’rhey read."
There waj‘ S|m|lor evidence of the emphosns on reodmg for—com(__prehensuon

-i,n.lvelossroorns---#hroughou’r the four schools. Book r.epo t assignment sheets

\ L. .
with comprehénslon guestions were honglng in envelopes \g two classrooms

that I, visited at 42nd Street. Comple’red repor’rs were dis oned on bulletin . =

boards. As suxfh-gréde children entered the reading teacher's room at Alta -

Loma, four or five "unders’rondlng" questions were on the blockboord for

reoding groups to ~ begin work on--a daily rou’rine. "As | wo’rched a

flffb -grade clcss at Dorrus Place, the ’reocher wen’r over ’res’rs wn’rh some

groups and revuewed stories with others. - He called ;eoch group in turn by

L3
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- "the book they were reodingf-cnd then gsked students to read and answer ™

questions. The thrust of each was comprehension of the text.

+

Finally, the emphasis upon reading compnehehsion was evident in the

. o,

%specific remarks of teachers as they described their personal aims and

]
-

» . " " classroom programs. "We've taught the kids to do “research...this is
- , iﬂ;po_rfon?. This is a kind of f'eodin“g. that is’ continuous," a sixth- grade
~  teacher at Alta Loma explained. "When they finish one project, they have

_another one. So there is emphasis. We do stress reading--reading and

-

understanding." Describing their teaching in a-joint interview, the sixth-
. AR N _
grade “teachers at Elysian Heights said, "We do a lot of interpretive
reading; there's a lot of depth, especially in vocabuiary and "comprehen-

- sion.” One teacher at Dorris Place concluded his enumeration of a long list
. _ . .

of reading 'mm‘eriq_ls- that he used with the sfdfemenf, "The main thing is .

.o -~ - o

comprehension.”

e 1t was in the ways underscored qb0ve-'—fh\dken together--that’ the four - - ;

v

school's common emphasis on reading for understanding was most clearly
evident in this study.

Here, it is worth pausing for a moment's consideration:” How might-

\

close instructional attention to a continuum of reading skills, joined with

. an emphasis on.reading comprehension, come to make a difference in students'

-

. learning?’
L . ° - ‘l ) S
e . + The basic elements of effective réoding instriction, psychological

‘models suggest, are gbol—seh‘ing, explanation, practice, -and feedback.*

ot a

2 Educational research supports the association of achievement with similar

*Instead of belaboring the fext and reader with numerous citations, | refer
the reader to a thorough review of theory and research literature (Center
for ‘the ‘Study of Evaluation, 1981) which elaborates the points made in this
discussion and includes specific references. =
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. ;'disc;re’re_ly.f This may, in f'oc’r,' unnecessarily delay practice and

.

instructional components: clear goals, monjtoring student's learning, tasks

suited to students' abilities: -.(i'.e.,. tasks that permit high student success

-

rates), more time engaged in such tasks and mor%feedbock for students.

These elements, it should be opp>aren’r, are designed into the reading

f

curricula used in the four schools studied.
, _ . -
But the mere presence of' a well-designed curriculum does not, of

course, guarantee that students will learn to read well. Suppose, for
instance, that a faculty sees a need to "bring up students' skills" and
focuses exclusively ﬁf:gr predominantly on discrete-skili V'(e.g.’,v

©

decoding-skill) assignments--in workbook, dittoed worksheets, and the like.

In sich a case, students would hqve’ little opportunity to integrate the

individual skills they were learning and little chance to practice them in

the complex.interrelationships of actually reading and understanding. The

‘same thing would be,,frue~,in a .school- ‘where students are assigned. to.read .

‘text, but where the con\"(i'nUUm is followed .dogmatically. - There, the

principal aim of reading .text through the early ele'mehfory_ years, as

speéified by the conftinuum, would be decoding practice rather than compre- |

hension o f the text as a whole. In short, where continuua of reading skills

are taken ""ro’é I-i.te_rolly' (that is, where it is assumed that a child must be

<@

. exblici’rly fO‘L‘Jgh.f» each individual skill on the continuum in turn), attention

to the p;i_‘mory purpose of reading-understanding the text may be deferred

) ]‘U;r‘i"'ril the learner has demonstrated mastery -6f each prerequisite skill

~

*Put another way: the suggestion here is that 'skills continuua represent
general task analyses: analyses of the constitutive skills of reading-

not plans for the instruction of each and every student. From this point of
view, every child wil} need explicit instruction in some: skills, but will
learn others as he/she reads. When an individua! student is having
difficulty, then, the continuum serves as a diagnostic tool. . ]t functions

to help ithe teacher identify, given the student's performance, just what the
trouble ‘may be. , _ - S <
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feedback -on. reading-for-understanding. ~From another perspective, a

"ockstep" approach to a skills continuum increases fhe likelihood of

. sfudenrs spendmg valuable instructional time prochcnng skills. unsuned to

their obnlmes. B . ‘

That some foculhes moy focus predommontly on dlscrefe ‘sknll assign-
ments ond/or take continuua quite llterolly as plons for rhe teaching .of
every srudem‘ does not seem fc_: be a far-fetched suggestion. Recall that the.
reading resource teacher at 42nd Street observed Thdf/some teachers at her
scrﬂool "still start. on page one of Thebook and go through every page to

page 300," assigning every story, instead of "testing them out...moving fhem

ug\&p a higher reading level” when "they showy‘fhe potential ." Rec’ol!, too,

“that rhe reodmg resource reocher cn‘ Alta Loma found it necessary to

recommend that teachers use fhe Develppmem‘ol Reading -Program morerlols only

™ e

rwo days a week ond fhen spend fhe resr of the time wn‘h Hcrper Row because

(as she” put ‘n‘), "Some feochers in ’rhe Iower grodes are reolly gung-ho on
the DRP; they'll use ‘it every doy." If a few teachers in “these schoo1s

continue to teach in these ways, it is not impossible that many more may do

- ¢

so in ofh‘er‘schools.

The fhrusr of this sechon, then, is to suggesf that the four schools

[

studied seemed well on tHeir woy to, OVOIdIng the’ pedogogucol pitfails

outlined obove. Coordlnorors and many feochers appeared aware of and

o 4

oppeored to - follow fhe dlagnoshc prescrrphve pruncnples inherent in-their-

reodr_ng programs. More than many ‘other schools, perhaps, .these four schools

&

seemed 10 avoid the "locksfep" opprobch to skills com‘inuudv,ond- reoding

instruction. Mony staff members seem to have borne in mind ond ocfed on fhe
Vo .n .
intended purpose of a skills con?nnuum. to f0C||I1’CI1’e reading- wlfh-

-

undersrondlng, nof to reploce n‘ There wds an¢ emphosns in eoch school

f

which seemed to be followed in prochce, on moving students fo H‘e reodlng

4
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of text as soon as possible. - And:-there were diverse and concerted efforts

in each school to provide practice in reading-for-understanding.in a wide

range of reading matefials.
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' where noted otherwise. Recall that | focused attention on the upper grades .

2.  Specialization of Instruction

Teachers in each of the four schools studied had some way of dividing
responsibilities for the teaching of reading. In each case, the

resulting specialization ‘of instruction appeared to permit teachers to
plan reading lessons more efficiently and thoroughly and to give each

e student more direct instructional time during the formal reading

period. : : - s

-2 ) s »

Elementary schools are often organized So that ;ﬂl teachers teach
reading to their own classes. . Thls uguoliy requires that each teacher
address a broad range of reodi'ng; sl‘<ills and materials since at dny- given .
time the sfud'eﬁts in a classroom are working at rhoh_y different poiﬁ’rs or
levels in the reading curriculum. Dividing students by Ié“vel_ for
instruction, a 1éocher often has six, eight, or even more reading groups to
Teac‘h daily. Planning _opp‘roprio’r“e lessons for each can require cd:nsiderobl.e |

time -- time compressed by the need to plan lessons in other subjects. The

=,

more reading groups .there are in ‘a class, the-less time each can spend

wo’rk‘ing directly with the teacher. This, of course, can influence ’rhél
q()olity‘ of teaching ondmleorning. - It can also lead to a redundancy of .

effort. 'Teachers in several classrooms can end up planning and teaching

exactly the same reading skills, often using identical materials, at roughly ._

the same time. . ¢ ’ !
5 :

These and similar problems seemed to be ameliorated in the four schools

studied by one or oriofvher,"sysfém of instructional specializ'cti,‘.o;n.*
Specialization was accomplished at two.of the schools through a cooperative
*ln‘ this ‘secﬁ_on', the gener,olizo"rfibn's} lr'egor‘ldingvhow‘feoding was. organized
apply primarily to the -upper grades (4 through.6) in each school, except

(especially sixth' grade) on the grounds that median sixth-grade CTBS:

- reading scores seemed likely to be more indicative of.instruction in the

higher grades' (especidlly sixth) given student transiency rates in°the
schools. - For a fuller explanation of this point, see Appendix A.

L o . L . ,
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“teaching, or teaming arrangement. In.a third, the teaching of reading and

‘basic skills subjects was depa}’rmen’ralized. And while each teacher at the

fourth school did teach reading to his or her own class, a form ,°f

e}

instructional specialization resulted in some classrooms where teachers and

‘ aides divided responsibilities in reading instruction. ° How each of these

'arrdngem'en’rs worked in the schools studied and their respective advantages

and disadvantages are detailed below.

Teaming (also called leveling, rotation, and cooperative teaching). In

this appro'ach{ ’reéchers at several grhdes ‘redistributed their students
for reading sp' that, éach 'raugh* children warking d.'r only two or three levels
in ’;he curriculum. Eaéh teacher |n theé grades involved‘ ‘s“peciqlized in
teaching certain parts of the curriculum to mulfi—gride groups ofy‘pup‘ils.

Elysi,an Heights Elementary School followed this procedure: ro'ta'rih"g

students at grades 5 and 6 among ‘their teachers, and students in grades 3 -

and 4 among theirs. Some advanced third or fourth gar‘aae'rxs were inciuded

with the grade'S and 6 groups. If teachers had kept their usual classes,
_gdfch wopld Hdve 'hqd jstude'n’rs reading. in about seven books (i.e., at seven
levels) in the Houghton-Mifflin Series. With the rotation, each wound up
with children working in two or three. |

Students in kindergarten, first, and second grades at Elysian Heights

studied reading with their usual teachers, but children were sometimes moved

"to-a reading group in another class when the situation called for it.

' A teaming or .leveling approach had Halso’been -used at 42nd Street,
during the yezjhrs when test scores rose. S’rqdenfrs: theré had beeh reassigned
for reading @ccor‘ding to their book (level) in the Ginn 720""series, with

L

teachers in—gr'ddés ‘I through 3 dividing their students-and those in gra’d‘es"l&

" through 6 redistributing theirs. At the beginning of the 1980-8] school

year, however, the principal directed that’ teachers return to the self-

-
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contained clussroom approach, in which each teacher taught reading to his or

her regulor class This system was in use during the exploratory study.
Finally, 'rhe flf'rh grode teachers at Alta Loma, in a slight variation
—of ‘the opproaches described so far, divided students m ’rhenr grade by
reading level. The steps of the Los Angeles Unified Sch?ol Disfric"r'ﬁ
Developmental Reading Program (DRP) were used as criteria in reassigning
sfuden’rs to éoch of the four fif’rhv-‘grodé‘ teachers for reading. Cross-érode
teaming in grades | ’rh‘réugh»'l; began at Alta Loma in l980—-8|~, but during the
period for which Teiss’r_scores were ovoildble, those 'grodes had used the self- .
contained classroom reading system. N
The teachers- that l' spoke with who had participated in teaming for
reading at 'bo’rh.Elysi‘on Heighfs and 42nd Street were nearly all heartily in
, foyfor of 'ﬂ;\e sys’rerr'x, especially in the upber grades. They found that it

simplified planning, enabled. them to give more in-class time to each reading
- group-and facilitated their meeting learners' individual needs.
oy . o ' " } *

Note: After a series of classroom visits at 42nd Street, | met in the -

teachers' lunchroom with the teachers | had observed. "Who’r you're seeing

here," began one with five years experience at the school, "is not what went

on for the past two years." Pointing at my notebook, shée conhnued‘ "You ..

Fu’r down that the teachers here feel strongly that the teaming approach or
eveling opprooch helped raise our scores." The other two teachers nodded

vigorously in agreement. "My kids are in so many books | sometimes don't

-see the teacher's edition for four or six. weeks," one said, explaining that

so many teachers ‘needed the teacher's copy for each level of reader that it

~was hard to find one. Other planning problems were identified: "l have

eight different levels in my room. It takes a long time just to find and

give them the . vocobulory they're supposed to cover in a por'rmUIor s’rory or
unl’r

O’rher teachers at 42nd S'rree’r vonced similar concerns.

*

Note: | vusu’red a suxfh—grode clossroom during the scheduled reodmg
period. As | entered, the teacher explained, "We're going to the library in
a*minute. You can come watch if you want. " Then, as if to warn or prepare
me, she added, "l have eight groups in here. l only get to see (i.e., meet
and. work with) three a day."

My visits to classrooms suggested that teaching groups at six or eight

levels in the _reodfng‘ curriculum (which | observed. at 42nd Street) was,

o
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indeed, more cumber>s’ome than teaching g‘roups at ‘only two or three -(as at
Ely;ion Heights and Alta Lgmo).* - Teachers rouﬁr%ely listed €ach group's
ossignfnenf on ’rhe‘blo.ckbodrd,‘ .bu’r; teachers with more groups 9ppeo‘red to
Jspend'mcf)re,’rime reviewing the ossipgnmen’rs, ohswering‘/s’ruden’rs' questions

about ’rh.em, and getting children situated and working at their seats before

they called the first group over to begin their ‘directed lesson. Keeping

tabs on those working at their seats seemed, on the whole, to require more

teacher titme and effort where there were more groups. A greater number of

groups meant more centers of oc’rivi’r‘y' distributed across more space in the

classroom. Each was an individual point for the teacher to check on as,

.instructing one groUp in a.corner of the room, she or he glanced Qp to see

whether others were still down to working, whether there were questions, and

so on. - The larger number of different assignments also seemed to §enerate

more questions for the teacher to answer since each  assignment posed unique

difficulties. Answering these questions and maintaining a working

s

< 2
environment for each group seemed generally to consume more time in rooms

where the number of reading grou;SS was greater. All of this seemed to

- fragment the teacher's attention, detracting from the flow of instruction

and increasing (or so il’r seemed) the amount of time and talk devo’rﬂed. to
monégem,en’r. —

‘ Of course,. some teachers with six or ei‘gh’r reading groups handled the
mul’riplici"ry of activity more. effectively than others. In one room, for
example, a fhird;grode teacher got her six reading groups down to work with
dispatch, and students engaged in their tasks with a minfmum of explicit

supervision. But even here, a small, peer-tutoring group in one carner

*Recall that | was able to observe the teaming or leveling system in use in
grades | through 4 at Alta Loma, ‘even though the system was initiated to
replace self-contained classroom reading in 1980-81. ‘

¢
e
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finished their work and sat cho’r’rying'.quie’rly d;bob;r’summer vacation for over
ten .miu'res as the 'rééi’cher’s attention wc;s focu\sed '6n instructing others. To
be sure, insfances of this kind also occurred in classrooms with only two or ; Pt
three reading groups. They appeared to be more frequent, however, w‘herer;rhé
number of groups was lqrger. And in any case, no mo’r’re‘r how comfortably or
-effectively a teacher managed things, cAlb larger ‘number of readingfgroups

meant a smaller amount of time for each to interact with the teacher during

the formal reading period.
Given all Ofﬂ;ls, teachers' overall preference for the teaming or »

leveling system seemed well-founded. o .

!

Arguments against teaming were presented by some s'ro‘ff_ rmembers at 42nd
Street, Elysian Heights, and Dorris F’loce (where ’requng had been tried six
or seven years previously)l'. These ofgurﬁen’rs were similar from school to
school. Significantly, they rarely denied the advantages of teaming for'
reoding irlws'rru"c’rio‘n;7 . Rc‘nther, they wé_;e:umos’r, oftep based on broader .
pedégogicol and .;:ociol concerns and values. The princi.pol at 42nd Street
summarized several of these when | asked he|" why she had called fhor‘ a return

to self-contained classroom instruction:
Parents felt you had a lot of children walking around, a lot of
movement (as students moved to other classes for reading), and they
didn't always understand this... Then, oo, if all the teachers agree
to work together, plan together, you have continuity, but that oesn't
always happen... Some teachers here.also wanted their own children
throughout the day so they could develop other skills with them,. work
on morals and manners. And | thought, they move around at junior high,
“there's so much transience throughout-their -lives--this gives. them some -
stability... Children this age need to know one person to relate to.
Plus it requires time for a teacher to work really in-depth with
children. ‘ .. '

The student's need for s’robilify in his/her socidl'environrﬁen’r, the

integrity of each teacher's school-day program, continuity of the reodirjg

program across levels, and time lost in instruction in changing rooms com- ) i




prised the case in favor of self-contained classroofn reading when that case
was made. J

Note: | attended a mid-May faculty meeting at Elysian Heights in order to.
éxplain the purposes of the exploratory study. Quite by chance, the agenda
also included -a staff discussion of how reading instruction should be

organized in the coming (1981-82) school year. When we continued a debate
begun at a previous meeting, the-exchange centered on the relative merits of
the current "rotation” (teaming) approach and "homeroom reading." The Reading
Resource Teacher, who chaired this portion of the meeting, introduced the
topic by taping a summary of earlier comments on the blackboard:

ADVANTAGES:
READING ROTATION ' HOMEROOM READING
* l.  Accommodates children of . Each Houghton-Mifflin
varied -ability. g book spans several read-
) ing levels. '
2. Requires fewer manuals and . _ . N
charts. - -2, Teacher knows SES scores
' for grade and can teach to
3. Accommodates Spanish readers. whole clgss as skills come )
B up in reading. s ' <

3. Teacher knows child's trouble
. spots and can work on them
throughout day. .
s .

4. No time lost in moving.

5. Incomplete workbook pages
can be completed in spare -
moments throughout day.

6. Exchange with same grade or
- special situations could be
worked out if span is too

great. ¢

' —_— - = 7. Reading p}rdgram not halted
' when another teacher is on
trip. ‘

. o . 8. Profiles are 'on hand and

hHomework as well as class -
assignments can be tailored oo
to needs.




What seemed to be an uninhibited discussion followed. Finally, primary-and
upper-grade teachers were balloted separately, indicating their choices with
raised hands. The vote was close in neither group. The Reading Resource
Teacher summarized the results: " This tells us that the upper grades (4
through 6) -will continue their rotations next year while the lower grades
will Raintain homeroom reading or work out special situations for those way
above ‘or below other children in their classes."

f For fheir .pqr’r, most primary-grade teachers at Elysian Heights seemed
to feel that the continuity or consistency homeroom reading afforded was
especially important, pedagogically and socially, for their younger
students. - in addition, sorﬁe maintained, students in the primary classes
Were‘qo'r wo‘rlkiing across as great a ston of the reading curriculum as those
Vi‘n’ ’rhe\\“higher ‘grades: \’r_her'e was less advantage to ’redming in ’rheir

situations. But, they could always ‘ploce'on individual student or two in an

appropriate reading group in another classroom- as the need arose.

Upper.-grade Teachers, on the .other hand, found that the rotation

enabléd them to "target in" more effectively on the needs of particular

-

groups and individuals -including ’rhér $pon:i'vsh "r"‘revoder‘s who had yet to

= ¢

transition to English reading. =~ With the homeroom system, their comments

indicated, ﬁ’rhe'y felt their time and energy were spread across too many

" groups." During the faculty meeting, and later on ‘in individual interviews,

R / .

"rhey elaborated on these points, echoing the perspectives of ~42nd‘.S-tree'r

-

”/,Igoc“ﬁérs. Furthermore, they pointed out that concern for con’r'inui’ry of

instruction throughout the school day (as represented by items numbered 2, -

3,-5, and 8 on the chart re’produc_ed_obove) were ec;sily achieved under the

rotation system "with good commurvwicofi”orn .b_véfw'é'en teachers". They fé!'r"'rh’e'y

had achie :d good communication among themselves.

Two fmore points are worth noting before this section on teaming and

its advantages and disadvantages is concluded. First, as previously

€

footnoted, grades | through 4 at Alta Loma abandoned the homeroom reading .

4




S Eenz mmlmlzmg fhe ddvom‘oges to be gdlned through Tedrrhng Grades | and

f’mormng, ofhers sfdyed ldfer in ’rhA offernOOn. Thls allowed teachers to

‘ _»_“focus on fhe needs of ledrners of dlfferem‘ levels at dlfferem‘ times of the

B l[llbrory wos ovinloble os a leornmg center. They could ond did send "one or

Abeg_on.,v,under 1edchers' supervnswn, to underfoke a ldrger lnsfrucHOnol role

{

dpprooch m 1980-8! .in fdvor of levelmg (teaming). Tedchers fhere"wi'fh

whom | dlscussed the chdnge ‘volunteered that they felf sure reodlng
, vperformonce would improve as a result. Based on a few short observotlvons, \
the system seemed to be workmg smoofhly, e.g., student. movement from one
room to another did not gseem to take a great deal of time; students' reguldr
teachers oppecred to kn%w, and reported that fhey knew, about their sfu-"; %
rdem‘s' strengths and wedl\messes in reddIing. V
Second, téaming had been tried at Dorris Place when the school first

(

lnfroduced the. LAUSD Developmen?dl Reddlng Program. Beginning with the \

i
I

Vopprooch. 1t is worfh noting fhelr reasons. Several staff members reco_lled
, fhof some feochers found that feommg reduced the flexibility of their
mduvnduol schedules. As one clossroom msfrucfor explolned
1 couldn'f soy fo onofher teocher, "My social” studies lesson
" . ran overtime, so.l_can't send you my kids (for reading) now."
Every class . d|dn'f work the same way, on the same schedule.
‘.Buf an- |mporfonf consnderohon for _many feochers, fhe reodmg coordinator

reporfed hod been fhof ofher ophons for spectdllzmg instruction were

e

|
. 2 Were on a: sfoggered ddy schedule. some. sfudem‘s drr v_ed earlier in the

et e T

upper ‘grades, however, feochers groduolly reverfed to the. homeroom réodmg ]
|

3

v
: e =

.ddy when fh05e of ofher levels were not presenr. For ofher feochers, the

o

fwo groups 01’ a hme" fhere dur|ng reodmg to work at reddlng dnd in reldfed

i

”sktlls cem‘ers mdmfomed by an "d|de Ilbrdrldn.", Fmolly, clossroom dldes

B

‘in sorneclossrooms. Thus, Dorr:s Place feochers moved owoy frOm feommg,

buf they dnd so-in. cnrcumsfdnces Thdf afforded many of the same benefn‘s

.




that teaming seems to offer. With this baekground, rhei; choice of homeroom
‘reading \cannat be ¢onstrued as evidence against the worth of teaming.
,  Rather, it seems to confirm that teachers find some.division of
responslbllmes for readlng lnsfruchon to be helpful. ' A -
In conclusnon, it is fair fo say that teaming, Ievellng, or rotation is
one Way of specializing instruction that seems fafacnhfafe the teaching --
and perhaps the l[earning of reading. More time for teacher preparation
(planning lessons, providing .feedback, on students' written wark, etc.) can
lead to beHer feachlng. Recenf research suggests that f‘he more time
sfudenfs spend working directly with their teacher -:;Eé}.ng wnfh the
teacher during lessons or engaged in tasks under his/her immediate
superivision -- the better student$ do. Teaming appears to facilitate more
teacher pIanningt?fime‘and‘ more student time with the feacner during'formal
read|ng lessons. Both | the preponderance of experlence-based opinion and fhe
|

limited observational 'evidence - gafhered in the explorafory- study suggest

"""‘fhaf this is the case.

sy

Departmentalization. In the second approach to specialized reading instruc-

tion, one "classroom reacher at a given 'grade taught .reading fo all the
students in that grade. Reciprocally, that teacher's grade—level colleagues
' assumed responslblln‘y for teaching the entire grade in other basic skll]s
subjecfs. |
This system was used at Alta Loma Elementary School in the sixth grade.
'Every morning, each of rhr’ee sixfh-_grade cIasses spent an-hour each in the
\reading teacher's classroom.* While one class was there, a second class was’

]

¥A Tourth, bilingual sixth-grade class and its teacher did not join in the
departmental system. :

"
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s’fudymg math wnth onofher feocher' fhe Thlrd class sfudled longuoge arts
wn‘h the fhlrd feocher In a little over three hours eoc,h day, then, the

,‘em‘lre grade recelved specialized msfruchon in three bosnc skills areas.

~ How ‘might - deporfmenfcllzed feachmg help improve’ sfudem‘s' learning?.

The Teocher who initiated the opprooch in Alfc Lomos snxfh grode suggesfed'

one wcy as she described how it all got started:

a

- When we went to depqrfmem‘ohzed teaching, we went to people's
~competence in a specific subjecf ared... )

The sixth-grade ’reochers mutually decided which of them was strongest or most

competent in eoéh subject area. When a sixth- grade teacher left the school,

-~

They scught a replocemem‘ wn‘h a particular interest and strength in that
’ feocher's subject area ‘spe'cioli‘zofion. '“Th‘us,’gl_!_;sixfh-grcde‘ learners were

exposed to the teacher - deemed mosf competent in each basic -subjecT.

Deporfmenfollzohon can qlso afford eoch Teccher more time to plan arid
o‘rherwuse prepare in hls/her speclolfy Al'rhough the reodmg teacher had to

Aﬂeoch sfudem‘s workmg ot mony Ievels inv the curriculum, he had to prepare

v

for only one subjecf rather thcn three. 'Of'feri, he could use lessons planned

Y

for reodlng groups . in_one class with groups recdmg at the same level in

[

ofher classes. He seemed to have time, Then, to plan those lessons more

.

reflecfive!y and fully', as. well as more time to attend to particular

s'rudem‘s' mdlwduol problems .and needs. And, although the teacher himself

~ didn't menhon he -may also have _had TXe chance to fine- Tune his_plans

\
and feoching‘ sfrofegies in feoching th‘e'\\'some skills and stories in
. B - e \.
successive classes. Y

o

The po»rficipbﬁng feygchers had also  found that depor;rhenmlizcﬁon
~acted as a catalyst for closer cooperation and collaboration. They met
informally during most lunch hours -- working out c¢ommon geals, discussing

students' progress and proble:ms’, and keeping one another up to date on

32
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'topics and assignments in their subjecf 'spec'iolﬁes. - As a result, said the
teacher who specialized in mo’rh said:

Our goals for reading dre common gocls. And if they haven"r done
fhelr reodmg work they have me to answer to, too.

Lunch’rume mee'rungs olso served os a forum for exchonglng feochmg zdeos
1
)

"We've got ’rhe bes’r of three mlnds workmg in, eoch clossroom," one repor’red

The close colloborcmon that this group ochleved -may not foIIow

inecessorllz from a depor’rmen’rol orgomzo‘rlon. But it seems li‘kely', as these

teachers moln’rqmed that departmentalization can oc’r as ‘a co’ro‘lys;r to --

cnd a vehicle for the more efficient |mplemen’rof|on of -- common goals,

shared |deas, and- fcollec’r!ve responsubul:fy for student performonce and

Iearning". These7 in turn, probobly lnfluence The quoh’ry of chlldren's
* classroom experlence and achievement.
In summory, the depor’rmentol:zed system moy well have had a beormg on

Alta' Loma sixth-graders' |mproved reodmg"res’r performance in that it : [

more time for preporo’r:on, ond (3) facilitated a colloborohve, and. more

. fully |n’regro'red,‘ ms’rrOc’rlonoI effor’r on the por’r of sixth-grade teochers. .

w

AN

- Division of Responsibili’ries between teacher ond oide. As | have clready

- noted, teachers at Dorrls Place Elemen’rory School followed the self-
contained classroom opprooch, ’reochmg reodlng to the regulor classes. But
it oppeored that in many clossrooms, particularly in ’rhe upper grades, aides

“and feochers shcred responsibilities for reodlng instruction. A kihd 'of

teacher-aide team- ’reochmg resulted, and it seemed to afford some of the

*With the excepﬂon of the sixth graders in the bilinguoyl classroom.
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- permitted the sfoh‘-gro;ie"-"reocher degmed most competent in reading

msfruc\f'\on ;-r’fof'.r'eqe_ht ali 's'iﬁdh' 'fgr"oders' i'n‘ vreo‘d'in"gﬂ,'*f V(72“)Mo'llio(~ed 'rhe "reocher” N




_same benefits: that ‘the -other -.systems of instructional_ specializatiod

~ Dorris Place,’ | tmmedmfely‘ noticed clusters of. children here -and there . B
“along- the corridor, seated in chairs oround “adults. “Just to my left, where

) _extra _,help. Ro’rher, ’rhey had primary responsibility for conduc’rlng sknlls-«,'w

) ,orien’red lns’rruchon wn’rh DRP mo’rerlo!s—-olwoys wufh ’rhe ’reochers .

@

4
)

1 brovided i

’

Note: Coming up the. stairs onto. fhe second floor durmg an early visit to

" the hallway wideried at the top of the staircase, a; woman and five students
swere."'gathered ground a table with LAUSD Developmental Reading Program (DRP)
"materials. Further along, another, group. had DRP workbooks open on their .
knees. Nearly opposite the latter,. jUS‘I’ outside another classroom door, two "
youngsters and an instructor conversed in Spanish, the instructor .
gesticulating towadrd a reodmg worksheet that absorbed their dttention. And :
as | opﬁrooched a fourth group at the far end of the hallway, it became ‘
clear that they too werée at work on-a DRP lesson. The murmur of each
group's voices-did little to disturb the tranquility of the corridor. A
number of classroom.doors were'open. Passing them, | heard teachers
directing reodmg ond |onguoge arts lessons. co

F'ur’rhe,r visits to Dorris Place put what | had ébserved into perspective.
The scene recurred routinely in the second-floor hol‘lwc‘ly;"’ along which ‘upper-

grade clossrooms were !oco’red The adults at work with fh'e s’r'uden’rs were

¢

 aides. The ondes were for the most part, not merely prowdlng a bl’r of

(RPN .

con’rlnumg supervnsion ond monogemen’r ond 4N "rhe con’rex'f of a progrom of
‘inservice training for the. aides.. .. . .. .. .. . . R,
_ One sixth-grade. teacher expﬁlcin‘ed in an interivew that his three-hour
cnde worked exclusuvely in reodlng wu’rh the DRP, ’roklng his students osude in
’fhree groups and ’reochlng each group “for an hour every day. Meanwhile, he
vconcen’rrofed on s’ruden’rs 'reodlng-for-comprehens,lon in a wide range of
materials. "The aide in @ combined f'if’rh-ond-sixfh-lgrode class usually spent
her ’rhree hours - workmg with -six ESL s’ruden'rq * Usmg DRP materials and
?okmg the s’rudenfs to ’rhe hollwoy or a bookroom the aide devo’red an hour '
each to ’ru‘rormg "’rhe two (ESL s’ruden’rs) who are more advanced, one who is ‘

the least odvonced, and then the other three." In yet another suxfh—grode

*Students learning English as a second language with an ESL specid"lis_,’r.
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"~ room, “the alde worked in DRP mo'rerlols -for an hour a day with three ESL

stugenfs ond fhen gove an hour of DRP instruction to each of two other

S groupo. . SlmulfoneOust, 'rhe clossroom 'reocher was spendlng h|s 'rlme wn'rh_
e 'rhe-«frem;qépnder of ?he_—»closs i,.mr;Bank..Sut‘reef,sej;les. reading -groups.-and .in.. _ - u N
Ianguoge"’or;éﬁIessohs;; : o 77 - | - |
.Whl.l‘e | wos unable to tally just how many teachers and aides divided

'rheir |ns\truct|onol efforts olong the lines described ohove, it oppeored

that those in at least five upper-grade classrooms did so.* And whatever

roles the aides in other classes played, a good many seemed to devote the
. greater part of their time to assisting teachers in some way with reading

i‘n,s'rruc"rion.' Staff m‘embers throughout -the school, moreover, 'repeo'redly

emph‘osized how important educationa! aides were to the "success" of the '
reading ‘prIOgrom at Dorris Place i**

Where oides did‘shore the kinds of iins'rruc'rionol‘ responsibiliﬁes

C e e ~ou'rhned obove, 'rhe sorne»odvon'roges resul'red os 'rhose derlved from 'rhe R S

bt o - S Ut

'
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. *For a number of reosons that need not be menfloned here, | spen'r somewho'r B
less time at Dorris Place than at the other three schools. Furthermore, the :

" condifions’, practices, "and . themeés that presented themselves ‘at Dorris Place-
at first seemed cnomalous when compared with some obvious commonalities in
the other three schools. - Examining these apparent anomalies (or seeming

" discrepancies in the pattern of conditions at higher scoring schools)

._consumed considerable time; and when upon further investigation.they
"appeared not to be onomolous at all, | was:left with ||'r'rle 'rlme ‘to go'rher
detail on 'rhe commOnolmes | had: begun to see.

" in ony case; my es'rlrno're of five clossrooms, as well as my generalization ,
that many aides seemed to play a larger role in reading than in other o
. subject areas, is grounded in the number of different groups | saw working
simultaneously outside classrooms, teachers impromptu remorks to me and to ,

each other, and staff members remorks in formal mtervneWs -

‘ “**Emphasis on the aides' importance may, at_least, in por'r hove been generated
D ‘ l_:ry the school's impending loss of Title | funds, some 90% of which (the
tie I/Reading Coordinator reported) went for aides and other support.

(See the brief description of Dorris Place_in Appendix B. It now seems that
Title | funding will remain availoble.)  This speculation, however, must be
balanced against the observational evidence indicating the cldes did, in
fact, play a major role in reading |ns'rruc'r|0n
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teaming or leveling approach described earlier. - During the reading-period,

both the teacher and the aide '\e'eded “f'o be conce‘rnedvd’r any one time with a

-

group of s'ruden’rs less dlverSe in. reodlng obnll’ry. I(Studen’rs at sorhe levels :

_were supervused by The Olde,1 and o'rhers were _ w:’rh the_ ’reocher ) As_in

P

’reommg, thls gave ’rhe feocher (ond oude) a greo’rer oppor’rum’ry ’ro target:

instruction "to some s’ruden’rs' |nd|vtduo| s'rreng’rhs ond weoknesses wu’rh fewer
other groups 'ro supervuse s:mul’roneously. .V:I[ere s’ruden'rs receuved dOII)’
ossus’ronce from the aide wu’rh the DRP and fro

“or sumalor mo’rerlol eoch s’ruden’r's instructional’ ’rlme was mcreosed And

under the Ioﬁer orrongemen’r, ’rhe ’reocher (ond oude) hod more planning ’rlme"

.available fhon would “have been the cosevlf the teacher alone hod had to

)

monoge mstruchon in bo?h reoders and ’rhe DRP In short, it would seem
that many of the some relc’rlonshlps sugges?ed be’rween o’rher forms of

sgecuohzed instruction and students’ reodmg ochlevemen’r moy opply again

: W here. - Th& chonglng of responsubll’nes be’rween ’reochers ond aldes +n some?v-» -

classrooms at Dorrls Ploce cou!d well hove mfluenced 5|x’rh~groders' reodlng—-—---- e

scores.

“In con‘cludihg‘ this section, a brief review is in order.

The case presented here has sugges'red that where feochers assume. the

7 predommon’r responsibjlity for ’reochlng reodlng to s’ruden'rs worklng across a

‘ ~

broad range of currncuior levels followmg a self'-con’rolned clossroom

organization, condmons are often_  generated ’rhcx’r hondlcop a 'reochers

instructional efforts: But in fhe upper (and some’rlmes prlmory) grodes

13

durmg a pernod when fhelr median sixth- grode reading scores rose, the four
elemen’rory schools studied purposnvely avoided the self con’romed classroom

reading s’rru‘,cfurer. The){ employe‘d‘sys’rems‘of mstr‘uc’rlonol speyclohzcmon lh

3%
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the ’reocher in bosol reoders‘ '
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whjch ’reachers (or ’reochers ond oldes) shored responsnblll'rles for #eochmg_

(See chart be1ow.);"":‘ T T o

)

Teommg or Ievellng, deporfmen’rohzo’rlon and ’reocher and onde shorlng

’reochmg opero’red |n dnffe#en’r woys § Bu'r the " evidence of ’rhls‘.

e S

exploro’rer s’rudy mdlco’res ’rhey seem to have omeluoro’red some, lf no’r roll

of 'rhe'problems ossocnoted wn’rh self—con’romed clossroom reodmg. in

- por’rlculor, (they appeored to hove oIIowed ’reachers more preparation time for

~(e.q.,. B,erllner,‘

'each reodlng group's Iesson ond more time ’ro interact with and superv:se
s'ruden'rs durlhg perlods of formol reodmg instruction. - Educational research

I979 Roseshlne, 19763 _S’rolllngs, 1980)

-l

- relationships’ be"rwe‘en ﬂ\e amount of teacher-student interactional time and

test'scores as-well as between.'supervised work_time and achievement. Logic
. . . . i » , i - I - N /‘/- - . .

[t

o D — ORGANIZATION OF 7 — .
' _SCHOOL READING INSTRUCTION* GRADE(S)
; ,’Alfo Lqmc | .Depdr'rvmer;iolizo’rion L 6 ,
et ;_‘_";:‘.‘::’*”Te°m'“9/'-e"e"“9** S S A
S Self Con’romed Classroom Reading+ K-4 ‘
7£_TDorris_,Piqee” , Self Con’rolned Classroom Reodlng 46
T "with Tedchers and Aides Sharing
.. Responsibilities . K-3(?)
Elysian Heights : -Tedming/i_evenng : 3-6
, Self Contained Clossroom Reodlng
with Exceptions for Individuals
as Needed K-2
42nd Street ‘ vTe’oming/L,eyeling++' -6
"'Sel\f—Con’roined Cloésfoo’m, Reading K

o

'“*Through Tﬁe 1778-77 and 1377-30 school yeors
4Switched to ’reommg/levellng, 1980-8l o
++chfched 'ro self- c0n’ro|ned classroom reodlng, |980 81
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3. Experlenced Teochers with iigh S’rondords and Exgec’rcmons

A cadre of experlenced ’reochers wu’rh high standards and expecfo’rlons for
student performance was presen’r in each of the four schools studied.
These ‘teachers shared a. behef in their students capacity to learn and
learn well, even though social and economic.circumstances in students'
‘ lives outside school were of’ren difficult. Their demearior toward ..
77 _sfudents. and ‘their ‘teaching actions seemed to follow from this bellef
. They oppeored rou’rlnely to be supportive and encouraging when students
~were“having trouble. : They seemed to work hard to help students learn.
Together with their s’ruden’rs, they seemed to maintain a positive, work-
oriented environment in the classroom., They assigned substantial
amounts of classwork and homework and held studunts accountable for
completing it. ‘And the assignments they gave seemed to credit students
- with competence. In short, the beliefs and behaviors of these teachers
appedred to facilitate student achievement. :

. -, : Staff members ’in the four s;chgfslsrvvisifed knew the reason for my

o presence omc;ng ’rherr;. "They had'l;“éen reminded that their schools' reading

‘ te.sf scores wqg’rejdjjyelly:}high and told that | as coming to see what might
’occc:‘un’r for their Schoolsf "‘sujccess."’* NatGrally, ’rhen.,'o good many staff
members dffe_réa me ’rhh‘eir bc;whyo.ccoun’rs of why their schools' reading scores

were os high as. they were. ‘And in suggesting possible reasons for their

schools' higher scores, odmmlsfro’rors and faculty members at each school

consistently listed their "s’rrong," experienced teachers, particularly those

A\

“in the upper grodes :

pa

No’r mony minutes into our flrs’r interview, for instance, the principal

at Al’ro Loma told me: "We have strong fifth- and sixth-grade teachers, in

3

terms of experience ond'wdrk wi’rh» children... the teacher who teaches
reading is quite-strong.,." The assistant principal nodded his agreement
with these observations. Later on, two of Alta Loma's program coordinators

/ o o
independently offered the same vie‘w.

*Details on how the study was explomed to staff members; the reasons for
explaining it in this way, and .the methodological |mpllco’r|ons of this
explanation appear in Appendlx A.
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At Elysmh Henghfs, the prmcnpol 1urned The first mtervnew to 'rhe topic

of possnble reasons for.the h|gher sleh-grode medlon5°~ :

'_We have two ver - good snxth—grode teachers, verz strong, whnch I
think makes g difference. They pound hard on the things ‘that g

o . * children need to learn.:.-We've- had- the. same. smth-(grode teacher

since 1971.-:His children are/there in the room-for ‘a- half-hour or

more after school ... he's ‘Were at seven-—and never -leaves- till- five

or five thlrfy. The fifth-sixth teacher Has been here four or five

years or more, and he's-another hard-working teacher. Their .

chlldren go home loaded down with homework
Three other cloSsroom feochers ond the reodmg resource teacher at Elysian-
Helgh;s mdlvnduolly iconcurred wnth these. opinions. The sixth-grade
teachers, in furh, spoke of "the fine teachers and “f‘ine program, especiolly
in fhe: lower ,grodes. By fhe time fhey (the students) get here (fo. sixth
grode.), fhey re very well prepored. o |

The Dorrls Place principal complimem‘ed his school's Title I ‘and
reodmg coordr‘nofor as "simply outstanding,” and spoke of the "very, very
fine,. and h'i»ghljy e‘xperiencedc teachers these sixfh-groders have." He
confmued by eloborohng on their years of experlence and "hughly
profe55|onol" quolmes.

At 42nd Street, there had been consideroble faculty turn-over between
I972’-‘8Q and l'980"->81.;4“»' Of seven fifth- and ‘sfixfh;grode .classrooms, | six- had.
feocher_s inr,fheir first year at the school. The principal noted these sfoff
c'honges.,jcifing the "loso"r of some "good, fenured and very experienced
feoch.ers in the upo'er two grooes." And a fourfh grade fec;oher echoed fhe
words of vseverol foculfy members when’she said:

One thing the poef two years was, we hod sixth-grade fecchero here

who were very strong--especially one teacher; everyone felt she was

- great. ~But fhere's only one of them left -here now.-
One of the "new" snxfh grode teachers, sitting nearby, nodded in ogreemem‘

"Thof' right," she“odded, "they were really" excellent." ther staff

members who had just come to:the school also voiced the common‘ belief that:
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The.former Teochers were. lorgely responsible for 42nd Streef‘s lmproved 1esf

-
S

. performonce.A ‘A'lsll left one : new flffh-grode ‘teacher's closs after an
Observohon, she- wolked lnfo fhe holl wnfh me and scld

Do you know what you've wolked |m‘o here" The feochers who ro:sed
fhe scores hcve oll gone back to the Valley!*

And a slxth-grode feocher whose clossroom | asked to vusn‘ replled.

e " You can come onyhme. | know whof y0u're d0|ng, but I'm not one of
' ‘the ones who mode the scores go Up. .

K Across the schools studied, fhgn, ‘there was a consensus that certain
- "_"»'s’fr‘oﬁg",' experienced ‘Tedchiei-s were an important factor in their ‘students'

. reading achievément.

«

'Uppe'r—grode-feoohers in the four'sohools, | discov&éd, had in‘ fact
s‘oenf a good :mcny-.yeors in fhe “‘ci_ossroom. Teochers in Afhe six,fh—grode
clcsses for exomple, had been feochlng@for the followmg numbers of years:
21, 25, 10, 28, 21, 23, 6, and 17.+%" Similarly, those who coordinated the
reodmg progroms at. eoch school had been educofors for 17, 22, 10 ond 29
years, ond mony of the other sfoff members | spoke with were as experlenced

; . - as fhese.

e

,A_"_, . _ ldenhfylng exocfly whof speokers had in mind when They called teachers

"strong," "good," and "excellenf" was more difficult than defermumng what

e

fhey meonf by "experienced." Those whom I im‘erviewed treated the

[ defmmons of these ferms as porf of "whof everyone knows." When osked to .

°

eloborofe on fhe quolmes of "strong" teachers, they expressed what | in-

- -

o *A number of the faculty members who had been at 42nd Street during 1978-79

' and 1979-80 had volunteered to teach there for a two-year period as part of
the District's desegregohon program. They then refurned to their former
schools. ‘

**This list mclUdes only .those sixth-grade feochers who were presem‘ in the

“schools in 1979-80 and in 1980-81, when |‘conducted the exploration. It
also omits the teacher of the bullnguol sixth- grode class at Alta Loma, whom

| never, managed to meet.
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ferprefed as’ puzzlemem‘ or onnoyonce "You khow who’r l meon," fhey

| ——
\

sometimes replied In other instances, fhey chonged fhe fopnc. Thus, | was-

it rarely oble to oscertcnn JUST whcn‘ Thelr deflnmons of "strong" or "good"
- feochers en1alled Bu‘r o§ l observed ond lm‘ervaewed the teachers who hud'-w
been: desngnofed sfrong and expernenced - discerned several things they

o

seemed to have in .common.

b

= ' The "strong, experienced" teachers | talked with often spoke about, and

reported having, "higH expeéfofions" and/or "high standards" for students..

And there was a considerable commonality from teacher to teacher and school

to school in how These terms w‘;e'fjre elaborated and wused.

One componenf of high expectations was a belief that the’ students in

Q.
»

- the school could, in fact, learn. . : ‘ ,

. Note: As a program coordinator at Alta Loma took me to various, classrooms
for introductions and to explain my research goals, teachers often stopped
to chat with me for a minute or two. In one sixth-grade classroom, the
teacher (a twenty-two year veteran), explained: "We have high expecfcﬁons
here for these students... | know there's a lot of stuff going on outsthere

, (in students' lives) but that's stuff you can use.to make it. (schooling)

! work, not an excuse for its not working... We'believe in making the learner.
‘responsible. One person can make a difference in their Inves.h We set -

- -

. realistic goals and look for realistic successes." . -
My second interview with Alta Lomad's sixfh-grade reading teacher turned ' .
k—__h-— R .

to a similar theme. In the middle of our conversation, unprompted, he said:

The primary grades are raising students' performance up a little
each year... (and at the sixth grade).we have high expectations.
We don't say to students "you're going to try to do it"; we say
"you're going to do it ..." When | first came here, the standards
of some of the former teachers weren't that high. Students thought
They never had to care about where Thlngs went, about neatness.
They didn' think they should have homework. But you can't come to ‘
these schools and say, "These poor kids have so many problems, we - o
can't expect too much of fhem‘ "

o

-
-

These teachers' perspectives were ‘shared by many of The:r Alta Lomo‘ S
colleogues. In the midst of showing me different opprooches for deve|0pln9 ‘ S

begmnlnq reodlng skills with students, the School lmprovemem‘ Program

coordinator remqued




L

5 ...S0 you have ‘a variety of ways of doing it. And you keep trying.:
| Someplaces they. may try it one way, two ways, five ways, then they
glve up. They conclude these kids can't leéarn.” But they can learn. ..~
The teacher just has to find a way. : :

- The reading resource teacher at 42nd Street Elementary School was in

T T TUstrong ‘a‘g"ré”e’fh‘eﬁfiWii'rh"‘fhef* l‘oﬁer"pe'rspecfiv»e—a--~!h!o--moﬁ}e}{-,of-,f,qc,t_ way, she

;‘ Lo reported:

As long as I've been coordinator, we haven't had one non-reader. We
do have the low-producing child, the child with a poor attitude.
But we believe somewhere, somehow, someway, the children can learn.
It's up to us, to.find that way. ' -

The one teacher remaining from the 1978-1980 fifth- and sixth-grade
faculty at 42nd S’rreé’r School spoke in a similar vein. Exploining»bbth,her»
and a former siﬁdh#grd’de V’reoc‘her's’,common approach, she said:

Both the other teacher and‘l were experienced. We both had high
expectations and emphasized accountability. There was the idea we
both projected that what you (the students) are doing’in class is
important. And we both gave a great deal of positive reinforce-
ment... There wete the weekly progress reports to each student and
the constant badgering the kids that they're important ... You're
not a social worker, you're not a cop, you need fo get through this,
" recognize- this, before you work in a school like this... But you try
to emphasize ‘that each student is competing with himself to learn
and grow. And you pound hard on the basics. ’

The comments quoted here elaborate a bhilosophy that seemed widely

shared »orﬁong the ’réochers labeled e'xper"iencced and strong in all four

™

scvhools.i ';Togé’rher, they held that the students in their schodls were
competent to learn. The job of the teacher was to find ways to tap that

competence: to.find ways to help students translate it into peformance,
achievement. (Some of the efforts that these teachers made to do this have

~been indicated ahove in the discussion headed, "Skills, Plus an Emphasis on

1 \

Comprehension.” Others will appear in passing in this and other sections of

,

the report,

But the "high expectations" and "high standards" of the four schools'

upper -grade_teachers were more than a matter of beliefs. They were also-

evident 'in the teachers' pedagogical actions. These teachers seemed to

¢

[
foRins
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" ‘Began+
~ - "Pmi-very demanding," said one.- "l think we have higher standards here than
" some” othér schools." He went on to expioln ‘that the Elysian-Heights Student
Council ‘had recently exchanged visits to a suburban, Orange County School.

.>' - - ’i

ondi es-’robl|she,df'consequen<\:\gs for Those who did not ¢ omple're ossngnmen'rs

_r!"fThey encouroged studen’rs consfonﬂLfo do their bes’r\ |

V

ln a: Jonnf m'rervrew ‘l’he fwo sleh-grode 'reochers o’r Elyslon Heugh'rs

; t",’r Nofec _’

to:‘discuss some of. 'rhe assagnmen’rs they- had -given.-through the year.

- In preparation for the exchange, -student council. members wrote letters to

one another. : {!We .went over those letters almost ten times, correcting the

sentences, correctlng the spelling, correcting-everything. -And you should -

have seen the ones we got back. They were beat up, torn letters -- all
"smudged ~- no pride at all. They should have been embarrassed to let their
- kids send, those” things out."” Several students and the prmcupol, on. separate

‘occasions, volunteered information that confirmed both how hard the Elysian
Heights students had been required to work on their letters and how
';v,surprlsed ’rhey had been with ’rhe ones they recelved : =

o .
.

Thns mcuden’r seemed ’ro summarize much obou’r the instruction at- Elysuon ‘

"Helgh’rs Numerous Ie’r'rer wrmng ossrgnmen’rs included mul’ruple revisions.

In »oddr’rron ’ro' r’rhe work in Hough’ron leflln, sux’rh grade s’ruden’rs were

rr\-regularly ossugned ’rhe Reading Bonus and the b'ruden’r Outlook from Los

Angeles Tlmes The ossugnmen’rs I|s’red on the teachers’ blockbomds seemed .

'Ionger, ond perhops more demondung, than mony | hod seen |n eIemenTory
}schools |n repu’redly "good" suburbon school dlsfrncfs Severo! sux'rh-h
' groders I p|cked ‘at random allowed me to leaf through ’rhenr no'rebooks, The
T-con'ren’rs (w;’rh each poper amply "correc’red" and in ’rhe neat order the
,\r’reocher requ:red) suppor'red the Io'r’rer impression.
The Elysnon Heughts principal explolned the school's homework policy:

J

. We glve homework four days a week: two days of reading, two._days of
math, then'spelling and other things. The teachers load them down. We get
the poren’rs -used to it early, emphasize ’rho’r/ parents. should help the
~ childten find a-quiet study place - we have /o newsletter with information on
rwha’r 'rhey caon do... One night a week, in 'rhird through sixth grades, there
C Ls doc’nonory homework Each child |s given a paperback dlc’ruonory to
: eep. S

One upper -grade teacher reviewed this policy for me, oddlng that

homework was not supposed to be assigned over the weekend. Having said so,

-
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' reblied, _»"'lYes,‘ that 's‘oméfi'fngg happens."

- on warsdqy night that's due on Mo‘r‘)day.v". Smiling back, his colleague - .

- L - ' ' :
-he turned to a .colleague and smiled: - "Of course, you can assign extra ork

H

*

R Y

o ;EA\-IiC}enr(‘:’e’vah&T a. good deal of work “was required of students --‘and. that

‘work” got done--was everywhere at Elysian® Heigh.fsﬁ- on‘burlil.‘efini/ﬁodrds, in .
R ea : /

- students notebooks, in piles of studem‘s': ietters ready to be mailéd, in the ~

books students carried home with them after™ school, and elsewhere.
. This type of evi&enté also appeared throughout the classrooms | visited
- : . : 0

. . S R « {
~at Dorris Place and Alta Lomat as well as in the rooms of teachers who had

¢

been at 42nd Sfréef for some years. In all fhbse schools, many teachers' .

' assignments and routine classroom procedures seemed to tell students, "You.

can do it -- and you will do-it." R o , : : ?

‘Note: Meeting a Dorris Place teacher in her.room after school, | found a

" handful of students busily at work. Later on in our conversation, the

fé‘o'cher‘exploined, "Students get homework every day: English- four days;
‘math every day - 2 or 3 pages; spelling - 1 assign that for a week “and -
reading pages... Some stay after school to work, mostly boys, becduse they

- don't like to-carry books home. -~ - -. - ° . ;

h P . -
-

- ‘Note: -~ Papers" disployea"~oh"'bull'éfi'n‘ boards; dssi‘gn‘mer;f sheets lying on

feachers' desks dhd tahles, work: listed.daily on blackboards and other
artifacts at Alta Loma indicated that. students were completing book reports,
research papers (on andient civilizations, Black history, *Eurdpean history)
‘dnd fmany other assignments. The sixth-grade teacher who specialized in .,
reading commented, "We hit them with a lot of homework" ard went on to say
"they stay. in at recess, lunch, whenever, to do it if they don't have it
done." (I had already observed the latter policy in practice.) He himself
required each sixth grader to read 50 books. a year outside.school. , Letters
went home to families outlining the requirement and letting them know that
their child was expected to read for. "a half-hour to an hour" every night.
"l take them to the public library, or they can buy books through Arrow.

The book should last them a week and be at their ‘level ,--If it doesn't last

them a week, they can pick two books," the teacher said. .Parents were
required to verify in writing that a book was completed. '"But | also tell

them (the students) ‘that | can ask them questions on"any book -- and | "X"

it off their list if they can't"answer them," he added. He went on to
explain that all students didn't finish all 50 books, “hyt you have to set

your demands high. One read maybe twenty, but he'll go ahead (to junior
high)." ,

When | had had opportunities to spend time in classrooms at the. four

schools, | noticed that high standards and expectations for students'

oy
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performance were also manifest in teacher-stedent interaction. Teachers --

those explicitly called strong by ‘their colleagues and also most others |
» ? T . w

6bserved in_each school -- ‘.s_eemed "iro collaborate with their students in

maintaining what is usually referred to as a "task-oriented" classroom

" environment.

Note: 1 dropped in unannounced one day on- the o‘rgwe sixth-grade teacher ;who
had been at 42nd Street when the test scores rose. A grammar lesson was in
progress. "We're all doing the same thing as a whole class to get ready for
junior high school," the teacher told me. "We're not seated in groups any
more."  All the children but two were facing the teacher, who fired off
review questions 'to students here and there around the classroom. "Shawn,
give me the definition of an action verb." Shawn replied. "Very good. Now
- a predicate noun." Hands went up, nine wor ten with each quesiton. The
teacher called on a student looking out of the window. No answer. More
hands raised, but the teacher gave the window-gazer-another opportunity,
repeating the question. Soon students were-directed to take out books. The
teacher assigned two. grammar-exercises.” There was some shuffling about:
not alf students had books. But nearly all’ were quickly down, to work, with
some side conversations between those sharing a text. The teacher spoke:

"See if you can finish '"et's see about' before we go to lunch." Most
students completed both exercises: "Mrs. ___, | finished mine™; . "Me
too"; " did 'em both"; etc. The class got ready for lunch, the teacher

turned to me and said, "They're so hyper at the end of the year." |

replied that they sure went to work on the'exercises. "This has to do with
the expectation level and \‘cc0un’robili’ry -- after they've been with me for a
vear. They\also know thatiif they don't finish the work, they don't go out
for recess,"\the teacher told me. Then, she moved the group to the
cafeteria, using Assertive Discipline techniques.*

Note: The teacher in a fourth-grade classroom at Dorris Place designated a
student to show 'me around the clasroom and explain what was going on. Tables
were set one behind the other to the left and right of the room's center, in
a vee-shaped pattern. Each table had a label, and four, five, or six
children were at work at each. My student guide explained, "This is FFA.
It's individualized. - We do these cards, then there's follow-ups that ask
questions on the stories. Bdck here is book reports. It's a contract
system. You get prizc/as and a bonus if it's a hard book." Fortunately, the
teacher elaborated that students were at work on five-week contracts in
reading and, simultaneously, on language .arts assignments. What had at

first glance seemed confusing, clarified as | watched.- Each table contained
materials from a different curricuiar program. (‘About six were in use.) '
Students-worked for awhile at gach, chatting qccasionally; until they

4

*Assertive Discipliné techniques inc¢lude the use of tokens for. positive
reinforcement. In this class, marbles were awarded when the teacher
explicitly stated one would be given and whert everyone in the class carried
out her directive in the manner specified. Students determined what the
marble was to stand for or "buy", e.g., five minutes extra free time.
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finished a particutar.task. Then, gathering their materials up in their
cardboard briefcases, they moved on to another table, perhaps the DRP table,
perhaps the one reserved for free reading or the one for "catch up."
Students appeared to know exactly where they needed to go and what they
needed to do. They proceeded through their successive tasks with few

explicit directions from the teacher, who spent her time instructing
individuals and looking over completed work that students brought to her.

; o :
A H .

The tc;ne and style of various classes | visited varied. But almost all
teachers and their studevqts_ seemed ;uccessfully to have negotiated sysféms
of standards for classroom social and academic performorjce, Either
explicitly (as in the first example above} or implicitly (as in the second),
there was a clear emphasis upon getting the job done and doing it well in
each ciossroor.n | visited at Alta ﬁoma, Dorrié Place and Elysian Heights.
The same wo'slfrue in the classes of;,fhose teocher; that | observed at 42nd
Street who hod been at the séhool ;0_". several years.

And as staff members in ‘those classrooms reviewed students' work and
supervised students' interaction, | seemed frquem‘l.y to hear them make
‘comments such as:= "Is this your' best?; Y know you can,do better"; and
"Let's improve on fho;‘." " Asked or stated matter-of-factly, fhesé remarks

seemed at once to acknowiedge students' competence and to sustain high '

expectations and standards for their performance.

1

Now, | will summorizezbd consi.der how what has been described above
might bear .on the four ‘schools' reading test -scores.

Personnel in each of the sc'hool.s claimed thot‘fheir fccuxh‘y included a
group* of " notably strong, experienced teachers (especially at, ﬂ:ne upper
grades) wHose work helped their Yreoding scores rise. In terms of years in
the classroom, the schools' upper grade teachers (and somie other staff
members) were indeed experienced. And they seemed fo mcim"oin high
expectations and standards for students.

High expectations and standards appeared to embody:

(1) a view of students as competent leor;ners;
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.. (2) a commitment to finding ways to help children learn: TYRER
(evident in teachers' working hard, staying late at S

schoo!l to give extra _help, using diverse materials

and teaching strategies, etcs)y— - _

3

(3) a practice of giving substantial amounts 'of “classwork =
- and homework; P , .
(4) ‘medsures to assure that the work assigned got done;
(5) A concern that students work be of high quality
(apparent in requirements to re-do assignments, in
~ teachers' feedback on work, etc.);

\

(4) - the maintenance of a "task-oriented" classroom
environment;’ '

.

(7) a generally positive demeanor in interaction with
students (manifested in positive reinforcement and/or
remarks routinely acknowledging students as capable
learners). " ‘

Intuitively, it makes sense to suppose the breSenée of many Téochers‘
who held these b,elief.s and took these actions had somefhi‘ngf’o do with
higher Te‘sf scores. Educational research tends to support this supposition.
Rosenthal's (1968) work on fHe Pygmalion or self-fulfilling prophecy effect,
fhou{;h_r_néfhodologicolly controversial, suggests that Teochérs' beliefs in
‘sf.udems' .copogﬁifies' can lead to improvea student pefformonce". Other
studies have shown relofionshi;)s between tedchers' "sense of_efficoéy"
(ize., their. belief that their efforts can m‘ e a difference in students'
Ieérning) and bénéfici‘ol educational ouféomes (Bern"\o.n.onid McLaughlin,
1977}, Giving mon); ‘and substantive work assignments, ossuring" that they
ore'complefed,ondesusf‘cining a work-oriented classroom environment
would oppécr to assure increasing students' engaged on—fcsl_{ {ime -and
'maximizing the amount of practice students obtain on various skills.
(Research which relates the loﬁér to student achievement has already .been
cited.) And still other studies,.in“dicote that a positive classroom climate

(e.g., minimal criticism, greater incidence of positive feedback) correlates

with higher’: student test performance (Rosenshine,' 1976; Soars and Soars,
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iighf of extant research.

1 -

|9'79:)‘. Thus, the hypothesis of staff merrrwbérs?‘jj_hroughouf the four 'schools

that their cadres of strong, experienced. teachers contributed to their
schools' higher reading scores makes. sens

e not only intuitively, but also in

49

{n
L

—




4, Stability of-'i;fh:e Réodiné Prog ram and Key Staff Members Over Time

In each of the four schools studied, central eléments of the reading
program and at least_d nuclets of key staff members had been present for
a number of years. The. continuance of both program and staff might have
contributed to more consistent and effective reading instruction in

these schools. ' ' - ' '

R . R . i - T e L L . . . i
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. Circum-s_.fohces through the years have contributed to frequent staff and _ L
| brogrom changes in many :‘L:as Ange.les.TiHe | elementary scvhoo[s;' 'ln this: ‘ ‘}
Confegj, ‘key pefsqnne_l and cem‘rﬁl reading-program features seemed relative-
Iy conSfom‘ in“fhe sc;f’\oiol; studied. S ¢ “ |
N ‘ At Alta Loma, three of the ‘f.our program coordinators had been on the
- faculty for "obouf“fenf yeorsi. The fourth, who coordindfed the bilingual
program, had come to Alta Loma at fhe v'ery outset of that pr‘og’ro’m four years
dgo. The teacher who had initiated and seemed fo' plo} a major role in
sustaining the sixth-grade qepoﬁmem‘olized‘ system had been; at the school .
for sixteen years. Her colleague whe specialized in reading instruction in
sixth 'gArode had been feochfnj at Alta Llomo,f‘or six years, beforie depart-
mentalization and the adoption of the Developmental Reading Progr‘o‘m
schoolwide. The principal was new to the school in February, 1981, but 'fhe
woman he had repioced had served there for five years. Staff members who
\'_.":—hod seen a succession of short-term prin»c‘ipyolvs through the éorly [1970's
cited her five-year tenure as a source of stability in the school.

An genercﬂ, Alta Loma had had minimal staff turnover since integration
of the faculty four years ago. Most of the White teachers who at that time
had volunteered to come to the school had stayed on.

This staff worked Wifh Harper Row basal series materials that had been
used at Alta Loma for several yeérs. And while the LAUSD Developmental
Reodin‘g Prbgrom (DRP) was adopted schoolwide ln l976—77, mqny‘of the

teachers had used DRP materials even earlier.
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‘two were mﬂthetr first year. Buf the ofhers hod been four-ond-o half,

\eighf,' ten, and e'ieven 'years at Elysian Helghfs - (The eIeven-yeor veteran
e v> s -a sixth-grade feocher who seemed to’ piay a cenfrol role in many school
| % ’ ocr vnhes.) The second- third grode feocher was olso a fen -year member of
‘the ‘f\oc-rul:fy,, Thus, ‘a considerable proportion of the staff in the hagher
grades “hod‘ Been at the school at least since ‘the{ odopfion of the Houghfon-‘
leflln reading currlculum four and-a-half yeors ago. (It had been only
three yeors smce the reodmg resource teacher hod come to Elyslon Henghfs,
but she had had mqny years experience eIsewhere in the District. The same
'wos frue, of the Title I/School lmprovement ond Bilingual Program
coordinators.) ; | |
The . Dorris Ploce prmclpol (endlng his second year at the school)
reporfed that a Thnrd of hls feochlng sfoff was new to the school in fhe
past year. Buf he went on to explom Thof mosf of The changes had occurred
in the prnmory ‘grades, Ieowng The school wn‘h a core of conhnulng fourth-,
“flffh-, and sixth-grade msfrucfors The fhree who taught sixth-graders in

/I980—8I, for instance, hod been on fhe“Dorris‘PIoce faculty for. six, ten,

ond fwen‘ry-eighf years, respectively. = Those working at the fifth-grade

' Ievel had foughf there nine ond seven years. The woman who coordinated the

C school's reodlng progrom and Title I progrom had spent her entire ten years

’,/ in education at Dorris Place; the Iosf three in the codrdinator's role. And
/ the School Improvem‘enf Progrom coordinator hod had three years' experience
in that, ,job and n|ne olfogefher at Dorrls Ploce

No one with whom | spoke at DOH‘IS Ploce could recall exactly when the

LAUSD Developmental Réoding Program (DRP) had been introduced. Most,

however, agreed that it had been six or eight years ago.
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‘At E'Iysion Heighfs,' rné- key oaminisfr‘oﬂ’yei-_f_i_gure was the p,rincipal_‘,; >
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who had gulded the school for 1wen’ry years, Of her upper-grode fecchers,
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-Overoll‘ then, progrqm materials qnd key personnel had been foge'rher

I3

for o'r “|east. four or flve years in each of the. 7*hree s'rudy schools where

\

sixth-grade - median reading scores had held or’ climbed above fhe‘ 50th -

by

percentile. Many of the.tedchers, moreover, had much more time at these .
schools. o
~ This kind - of program -- s'rofff“c.on'rinui'ry -- it would seem, could

facilitate consistency and effectiveness in reading instruction. Teachers

"hod had time to become familiar 'with program materials, to know their

’ strengths and weaknesses, to discover which needed to be adapted and how to :

adapt them for use with porti‘culor types of students. Coordinators-had had
time to provide teachers with staff development on their curricula -and to
assist those who needed help in using materials as intended. There had been

time, too, for coordinators and classroom teachers to refine their programs'

confinui'fy_‘ from reading level to reading level and grade to grade.

Impromptu remarks and interview responses suggested that staff members had,

in fact, made effor'rﬁ of 'rhe‘ .sorf listed here.

When the LAUSD ‘reoding continuum appeared two years ogo; coordinators
and rﬁony teachers in these schools alreay had had the chance 'ro‘de;velop a
good working knowledge of their rieoding materials. This may have
facilitated the work undertaken to fit their particular curricula with the
District continuum.

That it does take time to do all the above -- to occomplisﬁ a smooth,
articulated jnstructional program which teachers follow and adapt -- was:
evident explicitly and implicitly in staff membérs' remarks. In accounting
for Alta Loma's progressively rising sixth-grade reading scores, the reading
resource teacher (2| years expeﬂ'iencwe, all in Los Angeles; 'rén at her

present school; functioning as reading program coordinator) said:




: We ve of’rolned some consns’rency. We have' experienced, s'rrong personnel

. -- it takes new teachers a_couple of years to get themselves together
and to get to know a program. Plus .we've had the same personnel

- working. So there's consns’rency in ’rhe program and in the personnel,
both.

The School Improveﬁient‘ Progfom éoordiho’ror (a former second-grade“teacher
'wnh mne yeor experlence, all at- Al’ro Lomo) seconded ’rhls point:
We have a good, stable s'rcff here. Since we've started this’ (reodmg)
program, we've had the same teachers. It helps when a school has that
klnd of s’roblll’ry. :

Slmllorly, the sixth-grade ’reocher with ’rwen’ry -eight years at Dorris Place
commented:

~

We ve had a succession of teachers but there's been continuity, ’roo,
and that's very lmpor’ron’r...

. On various occosions during the study, too, coordinators spoke about the
need for staff development on new. programs. They stated and implied that
with time, more teachers en a faculty tend to "understand,", "get with,"
"work into," and "use" the school's program. And they mentioned the need
for "inservicing" teachers new to a school on the reodi‘ng program in use,
even when the "new" teacher had considerable classroom experience. Remarks
sueh as ’rHese support the notion that it does take time for feqchers and
program to come together in well-articulated, smoo"rh, and effective reading
instruction. ‘

So, too, do the impromptu comrhen’rs; of several teachers new to 42nd

Street in I980-8.IV. "I'm still learning the system here," said one. "ltrs

taken us awhile to learn the new curriculum," explained a second on another

occasion. In a join’rv interview, the reading and math resource teachers
cited "teacher transiency" as "one of the things we have to deal with here."

+ The reod‘ing resource teacher at 42nd Street seemed to play a
significant role in ’rlhe school as coordinator of the reading progrorﬁ. (The

. principal pointed out that, "she works closely with the teachers.")
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Twenty-one of the resource teacher's twenty-nine. years in education were

~spent .qf"'lt'.Zn'd Street. Th;z‘"pr’ogrdm she was currently [‘goi'd'i’r'wg, ‘centered on
A the Ginn 720 vreadi.;w'g serlies ‘'with workbooks and tests and supp_lemen"fory |
"booster" materials, was in its fifth }eor of use. These features were
similar' to those in the three other schools studied.
/ o But the upper-grade classroom teachers who worked with this curriculum
had, -on the whole, no ionbevify at 42nd Street. Al three of the fourth-
grade teachers h‘o.d been at fh::e school for three years or more in 1980-81.
But as previously reported, six of the seven fifth- and sixth-grade teachers

Al

" were new to the school in that same school year. More‘significonﬂy‘, of‘

least four of the six they had replaced hgd sefvéd only two years at QanO’

ASfreef (i:e., fhrgugh 1978-79 and 1979-80). The remoinipg si;dh-grode

| ‘teacher was combleuﬁng only her third );eor at fhe s;hobl. Thus, while 42nd

Street shared sbme features of prc;g'rom and staff stability with the other

three study schools, there were seemingly imporfgnyf‘feofures of this

stability that it did not share with them. _ - -
it would Se easy to rationalize this apparent discrepancy in the
general pattern. Sixth-grade medians at 42nd Street crep; upward, but they
did not rise as dramatically os,‘or attain H'\e height of, those in the other
study schools. The resource teacher coordinating the 're'oding program seemed
highly knowledgeable about reading instruction ond the program at 42nd
S.freef. She appeared highly éxperf in the coordinator's ro;le, and she
provided staff development for Th/a teachers new to the shcool. Those
teachers, in turn, were viewed by their colleagues as highly skilled.
Thesé-fd‘éfors Mm‘_ somehow "explain" the anomaly in the exploratory
findings that longevity of prog'rom-élus-personnel' co-occurs Awifh higher

scores. But rather than viewing the above points as "explanations," one is

wiser to view the whole set of conditions mentioned here as indicative of




S ~~1nsuff|c1encnes in the fmdmgs 'ro da're. 'Tho’r is, if s"r'qbili'ry‘ in program

o

and personnel somehow does not "matter as ri:n“uch" w_here the "new" staff
members are--highly. s‘killed_c‘md' experienced, it mdy be that in focf the
continuance of program and :per"sonnel at the other schbols had little effect
on ’rhei; scores. Perhaps The—--presence at those schools of strong,

expenenced ’reochers with hngh s’rondards ond expecfo’rlons was actually the

factor at work Al’rernohvely, perhaps program- personnel stability matters |

more where teachers new to a school are less "strong" and/or experlenced. o
Or again, ‘moy.be the ‘per:siS'rent‘:é‘ovf the :,'c_,ore c'urric.ulum and skilled
coordinator are ‘actually the '-'octiver ihgrédien’rs" irn‘pry}ogrom-S’roff
stability: the longevity: of classrborﬁ teachers may-matter less. Other

possibilities also suggest themselves as "explaining" the data presén’red

‘here. The important ’rhing to see is this: a fuller, more differen’rio’red
view of these last |ssues -- and, more generolly, of the relcmonshlps that
exist among eoch of the flndmgs reported in this section -- is necessary

h_‘ 'ond' should'be'—Undertaken .

In the meantime, however, there is sufficient reason to speculate that
the duration of program and staff together may have some bearing on

students' reading-test perfor mance.

As | began to report fhesé findings, | noted that the exploratory study
had Ioc‘o’red fo.u‘r cond%’rions which (a) were based on reasonably good
evidence, seemed to be present in all four of ’rhe- schools studied, and which

‘ (b) appeared to cbe, in o‘ very direct way, functionally relevant fto the

teaching and- Iearnlng of reading in classrooms. | have now described ond

documented those four. In oddmon, | have tried to show how each of ’rhe
four might bear upon the teaching and learning of reading. To review, the

four conditions were:



(1) Close attention to-awcontinuim of reading skills with-a -
marked emphasis on reading for comprehension.

(2) Specmhzcmon of ms'rruc'non in reodmg

(3) The presence of strong, experienced Lreochers with hlgh K

expec’ro’nons and standards for student performance.

(4) Stability of central progrom feafures and key staff™
' members over time.

In introducing the: findings | also mentioned that three other

' conditions seemed to be present at the four schools, although the evidence‘b

for their prevalence in each school was somewhat less solid than the
evidence of the présence of numbers one through four above. These

conditions, too, seemed functionally related to the teaching and learning of

4

reading, but less immediately so than the latter. These three conditions

T
are discussed in the next section.

) r~
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Other Possible Factors:- Emghasm on erhng, Teacher POFTICEOTIOH in
rDecmon Makin ng, Esprit de CorJL

-~

Three c_ondlhons in addition'to those already discussed seemed to be
ptesent in the four schools visited. . Each of these could have played a
role in the schools' higher reading scores. An emphasis on wrifing
may have-extended students' experience with written language in ways
‘that influenced their reading performance. Teacher p! irticipation in
decision making about the content and organization of reading
instruction may have contributed to teachers' feeling of program
"ownership." -That, in turn, may have stimulated their instructional
efforts and effectiveness. A sense of esprit de corps omong staff
members ‘may have ‘had a similar effect.

The duration of fieldwork in most research projects is limited by prac-

Ticdl cdn‘sfrofnfs. And inevitably, when fieldwork ends, some issues remain
less fully explored than others. Such was the case in this study with the
is-su'es discussed below. | subordinlm‘evd investigation of them to concentrate
on the four conditions described inyfhe pages preceding.. In my judgment,
“the latter seemed more directly related to teaching and learning in reading
-than those sfof_ed.below. Still, as | will try to show, all three of the
following deserve further invesﬂ.gofion as the study of Title | reading

instruction continues.

An emphasis on writing. Writing was most clearly emphasized in ine

curricula at Elysion Heights and Dorris Place. There were also indications
that writing was a main concern of Alta Loma and 42nd Street.

At Elysian Heights, the cem‘rdlify of writing was apparent in many
ways. Letter writing, for instance, was omnipresent. Students in the ubper
grades answered "hundreds of letters a year" addressed to a cat named Room
8, a homeless feline who adopted the school in 1952. (Even though he had

died in 1968, letters and presents continued to arrive at Elysian Heights

for Room 8 each year.) A teacher of fifth and sixth graders included a

fetters-to-the-editor (of the L.A. Times' Student Outlook) program in his

‘classroom curriculum. And as | entered yet another teacher's room with the




e

o
principal one "day after school,' the teacher di'splayed":cyf~sfdck of sealed
envelopes. * 5'We||, we've been writing a lot of letters," he soid.‘ "'No’r all
the kids have decided who they're going to send them to vyet, though."
Numerous field trips, speciql assemblies, and other special activities
provided additional 6ppor’runi’ries for -le’r’rer writing by classes throughout
the school.. _

During the period of the study, students ‘of Elysian Heights were
heartily encouraged to participate in an American Legion essay contest and a

schoolwide patriotic essay contest sponsored by a former Elysian Heights

_feocher.. (Winners of the latter at the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades

received fifteen doilaré worth of books.) There had been avid
participation, too, in the Young Authors' Conference writing contest, for
which children had written and illustrated their own original .stories and
bound them ih’ro books. An Elysian Heights student had been a contest
winner, and his picture appeared on the froni page of The: local newspaper.
Three Elysian Heights teachers volunteered ’[heir time to lead workshops fqr
students in the Young Authors' Conference itself, held on a Saturday in
early Moy.

Elysian Heights' commitment to writing and related language arts skills
was also apparent in its program ch> give each third through sixth grader a
dictionary. (Dictionary homework was required one night a week.) And one
teacher, speaking of a colleague who taught sixth graders, commented:
"He made them (students) write essays; he made them write letters; he made
them write books. We all do a lot of writing." -

Dorris Place Elementary School also placed a great deal of emphasis on
writing. According to various staff members, '"nine §r ’rén teachers" (and
their classes) participated in the Young Authors' Conference. A combined

second-ond-’rhi‘rd-grode class had won a prize for the "best class book."
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Another class had also produced a.successful entry. Each teacher with whom

| spoke mentioned placing an memphasis" on English or Ionguobe arts. One

(=S

[}

described various techniques he used to encourage his students to write
letters. A numbér of stcff members explicitly stated that they worked to
integrate reading with writing and related language arts skills. And o“
section of Dorris Place's most recent Title {/School lmprOVeme;ﬂ plan called
for "making and sharing child-authored stories ziid books" vos a reading
activity for children in grades K through 3.

As the pri'ncipol at Elysian Heights did, both EJ"cloordinofoF -at* Alta
Loma and the principal at 42nd Street pointed out that the many,-many fieldi
trips their clossc?s took served as catalysts for both reading and writing.
Students were offeﬁ asked to w%‘?fe about whén‘ they saw or liked best on a
trip.  Writing thank-you letters to field-trip hosts was another frequent
assignment. Book reports were also a recurrent activity in several 42nd
Street clossrddms. Sixth-graders at Alta Loma were required to do several
réSeqrch r"epoHs over the course of the year. Bullelfin boards and de:Sloy
cases in both Alta Loma and 42nd Street featured s‘fudenfs' writing. And
teachers in both schools described assignments that they gave .in_order {as

one teacher put it) "to get the kids writing; that's important, too."

To judge that these ‘four schools "emphosized"' writing was to make a
comparison. That is, it was my impression the teachers in the four spent
more, and more substantive, time on writing (and related skills than those

in many similar schools that | had seen.* But for reasons noted earlier, |

*In_ my experience, many elementary teachers devote much more of their
language arts time to instruction in spelling, vocabulary and rudimentary
grammar and much less to composition (especially to the composition of units
of language longer than the sentence). Furthermore, teachers in the four
schools studied seemed to spend more time on language arts lessons in
general than those in many others | have visited.
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did little "dg_r‘ing,my inquiry to pursue the topic of writing. Nearly all the

data | had on ‘the subject came from staff members' volunteered remarks in

. ' . ,f Lo K A
‘.imprompfu conversations and . from casual observation of studerit papers,
v 3 “_ \ “‘ ‘\‘ . ' .‘\, Y . -~
aagnmenf sheefs, e\‘c. o oo \

T
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instruchonol attention was pol.d.to writing m fhe‘ four schools.n And if -

fhls\were so, it moy welE hove been a focfor 1nf1uenhol\n .students’.

i =
\

recdmg performonce. Assugnmenfs to write ond; re-write ie\.ﬂers, stories,

©

. ond reporfs mecmf that sfuden?s ‘were spending substantial language-arts time

oﬁendmg fo wr;ﬁen fexf cons"frucfing'if, reading - it over, perhaps
expondmg fhexr vocobuiorles as well It would seem that this in itself

provided prochce in & vorlefy of reodmg relevonf skills. Furthermore,

P
-

writing often followed and was bcsed upon a reodlng assignment (e.g.,
wmhng letters fo a newspaper editor,- r:espondmg to a letter received,
wrifﬂing to a travel yoffice for }nol“‘e in‘for‘rbanion,,doing a B'lat-:\k history
report). The demonds of such writing‘fosks, then, required that istudents
pay -close "ofl‘renfion te and gi‘v‘e thought to their reading. In addition,
‘rewards for contest winners, the display of sbtudenf oopers and teachers'
enfhosiosm for an encourogem..enf of writing all seemed to generate in =ach
-school* an environment in which Ionguoge and its construction and

comprehension were clqu\'.l'y valued.

»

2

Played out in these \\Moys, the.schools' emphasis on writing may, well

have had an influence on their students' reading test performance.

Teacher participation in program decisions. Teachers in each of the

four schools seemed to have a significant role in making decisions about

N

V*Especiqii; at Elysian Heights and Dorris Place.
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In any 'case, it seemed on The bosns of fhis evndenée fhof a good bit of .

S

" their reading programs. \ ‘ /N



At 42nd Street, the reading resource ’reocher_:suﬂgges’red that }’reochers'-
views were considered in the selection of the Ginn 720 reading curriculum.
To organize reading instruction according to the teaming or leveling system
(in 1978-79 and 1979-80) had been their- choice . * .
At Elysian Heights, | was presen’r at a faculty meehng during which the
faculty discussed and voted on whether to follow the rotation (’reommg)
system or _homeroom reoding-in l 98l-82. T_heir decisions were honored. There .
were also indications ’rho'; teachers had a say in what reoding-cw&riculum-
materials would be used at the school. 4Thé coordinator of the program, the
reading resource teacher reported:
| feel and many teachers feel (the Hough’ron Mufflm‘Progrom) is very
difficult for students.** | think we'll change (to cmo’rher curriculum

package) but | don't know. which we'll switch to... .

Some teachers are flndlng the volcabulary tough and the concepts rather
compllcmed for their childrén. ~

This seemed to mdlctofe that teachers' views on the progrom were taken into
~account. And two teachers spoke on different occasions about "when we
decided-to go with" the Ho‘ugh’ron—M‘ifflih materials. '

Teachers at Dorris Place had joined in _'rhe' decis‘ib"n(fo adopt the LAUSD
Developmental Reodingj Program” (DRIE’) as ’;he sc,hool's'prefer;e"d reading
prOgram.***g'They'hod also agreed to try ‘and then had mdde the decision

v

*Recall that their preference for this arrangement was 0ver ruled by the
principal only in the 1980-8! school year.

*"*The two teachers of sixfh—grode students, however, called the Houghton-

Mifflin "a. good series" and elaborated with comments on some of 'the features
they considered to be strengths.

***Under the School Preferred Reodmg PrOgrom, schools specified their
preference for a core, reodmg program and received additional District funds
to purchase that program's materials. The School Preferred Reading Program

. .went out of existence in 1979. - ‘
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grade;by~grdde to abandon the Tedming or leveling system for organizing

reading instruction. (For a period of time teachers at some grades were
using teaming while others were not, indicating a great deal of teacher
~autonomy.) As described earlier, classroom inéfrucfors at Dorris Place also
‘had consid;erable freedom of choice in deciding ‘wh\of readers and other
materials to employ. The Reading/Title | coordinator explained,

At this school, we've always felt that people with kids in the

classroom is whof makes the dlfference... Teachers are ieft alone to
teach... .

Recounting the school's hisfory, the new principal at Alta Loma

explained:

Through the early seventies, there were a series of principals here...
the teachers here have gone out on their own, created their own
programs. They work closely with one another. In fact (he added,
{laughing) when | came | had to find a place to fit in (with their’
efforts).

As | have already reported, Alta Loma teachers at various grade levels had
themselves worked out their different systems for organizing reading

instruction. The bilingual coordinator had found a similar autonomy in
in her role: "l liked being told, 'There's the program; you develop it.'

On the other hand, to use the DRP schoolwide had. been the decision of the

former prmcxpol

-

<

| Across fne four study schools, then, members of the msfrurhonol staff

porhmpofedy in substantive ways in program decision making. The reading

/ : . . .
programs at their schools were in a very real sense their programs. The

feochers were commited to them; they spoke of them as good programs.* And
v .

fj

3
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*The excerpfi“c;n in l980-8l, of coursé was 42nd Street. As | described above,

teachers there seemed committed to the value of the teaming system they had

been using in the past years when the school's reading scores rose.




that they were .corhmi’red to them and valued them may have been a factor in

‘the assiduousness of their teaching efforts.*

Esprif de Corps. Faculty membe}rsﬁ, and odministro’rors in' oll- four
schools volunteered comments on the "rc‘tpporf" or "esprit de corps" that
existed orﬁong their professional staff. The bilingiuol coordinator at Alta
Loéma, for'exomple, echoed the remarks of many of her colieagues when she
said: |

There's a good roppor?, a good climate in this school. In any

working§ situation, you olwoys have some cliques, but that's

less so here. o i

Rapport among- staff members at Alta Lorﬁo was quite evident in their
everyday exchanges, and it was cleoriy uccompanied by a great ‘deg_l of mutual
respect. In inferv,ihews, teachers congis’ren’rly‘ complimented others' concern
for children, hard work, ‘and teaching skill. As the Schoo! Improvement

) coordindto‘r put it:

‘here are dedicated, interested, concerred people.

The peopl
ex’rrd mile for children.

lndependen’rly, two primary- grode teachers wa’rh whom | spoke offered the
mformcmon that "the coordmo’rors -are reofiy a big help " Sixth-~grade
/ ‘teachers participating in the departmentalized arrangement routinely spoke

/' of their common views and cldse working relationship.

/ "The staff seems to like to work here," said the reading resource
teacher. Others dgreed. As evidence they reported what had happened four
‘years earlier when the mandate for faculty integration came. Those who had
to leave Alta Loma at that time were very reluctant to do so. Many teachers
who had managed to gain the positions at Alta Loma hod s’royed on at the
school. This same story was told on four different occasions by differen’r
members of ?he staff, and it was told with apparent pride.

, *The extent of teachers' efforts in reading instruction is discussed above
under finding number one, "Skills Plus and Empbhasis on Comprehenslon" and
under finding number three, "Experienced Teachers with High S’rcndqrds and
Expectations.”

P"{H




"Good rapport .among our staff" was one of the things the Dorris Place
principal mentioned in offering an overview of conditions at this school.
The sixth-grade teacher with twenty-eight years' experience there also spoke
of the "pleasant atmoshpere.” And the teacher of a combined fifth-grade and
sixth-grade class at Dorris Place remarked:

Another reason maybe we do well here is the faculty: we all like

each other. Of course I've spent all my ten years here, but |

have friends in other schools and they say the faculty is cliquish.
We aren't. ‘ :

On'cé again, this seemed evident in the ways focuifyv members and admini-
strators spoke to and 'ocfed with one another. And it was also apporém‘ in
staff members' mutually compliimem‘ory appraisals. "We have damn good
teaching here," one teacher said. .Anothér;‘ comparing his years at Dorris
Place with those at another Titie | school,v noted, "fhe‘ré were too many poor
teachers there." The quality of the staff at Dorris Place, he felt, was very
high. As noted earlier, teachers also routinely praised the work of their
aides as well as that of their colleagues.

Similorf attitudes characterized the remarks of administrators and
classroom Teochérs at Elysian Heights, as | have already reported*. There,
foo,l | witnessed fhe' "rapport" staff members mentioned as I observed
teachers and administrators visiting with one .another and working together
after school. And an air of enthusiasm about the entire school's program.
was also evident in“fhe constant encouragement | received to visit classes
and see programs. 'Be sure to come on Friday and see the special Friday
‘rotation," several teachers urged. . Said another: "Don't forget to visit Ms

's class. She's really great." Another asked: "have you seen the

labs yet? You shouldn't miss what they do in there." Numerous others on

the Elysian Heights staff had similar advice and recommendations. -

[y

*See quotations in fh,e section entitled "Experienced Teachers with High
Standards and Expectations."
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- Of coursé, whof | have described herey‘l heard and witnessed in the .
Spring of 1980-81. But given the continuance of s’rofff and programs at the \
latter three schools, i’rv seemé_d reasonable to guess that the same esprit de
corps had probably existed in the years immediately past (i.e., those

~“through which test scores had risen of remained reia’riveiy high). But the

N

same inference was not warranted a"r.’42nd Street, where condi’rions_hod
chdn»ged sub's’ro'n’riolly between 1979-80 and 1980-8!.* To estimate the
quality vof ‘staff relationships in the bos’r there, | had to rely sqiely on
retrosbec’rive reports. | have quoted many of those reports in earlier
sections. It suffices to say Here simply ‘Tho’r reports suggested that there

| had been a rqppor’r‘ and a respect among staff members of 42nd Street, just as
there seemed to have been at the other schools.**

Overall, then, staff members at ’rhe four. schools studies seemed to get
along well ’ro‘ge’rhevr rond to respect one another as high.ly competent
educators. That a core of each school's focul"ry had served together for
some time probably both reflected and contributed to this state of affairs.

Staff esprit de corps may have affected the teaching-learning of

reading at these schools. In general, it might have functioned to allow or

encourage teachers' and administratofs' investment of time and energy in the"

school program. The positive interpersonal environment may have facilitated . ,
, , -
staff members' spending more time on site, as weil as a higher level of

u

*Recall that the changes included relatively high staff tfurnover, the end of
participation in a desegregation busing arrangement, and replacement of the
teaming or leveling system for organizing reading instruction by the self-
contained classroom arrangement.. ‘

2#This is not to intimate that positive interpersonal attitudes were absent at
42nd Street in 1980-81. In fact,.there appeared to be generally good
relations among the staff in that year. But personnel at 42nd Street spoke
less about interpersonal attitudes in the present than about interpersonal
attitudes in the past - probably because they considered the.latter more
relevant to my inquiry.




-~

staff cooperation ‘and colloborof‘i;qn, thanmight otherwise have been the
case. They may also have been more inclined to pool ideas and to initiate
activities that required collective efforts. Programs may have been more

precisely articulated and smoother-running, too. Less energy may have been

expended |n fruitless disagreement. In short, staff esprit de c.orps‘ may
have confrisufed to many of the other conditions (cited earlier in this
report) that the four schools had in common and which seemed to be
functionally relevant to students’ hfgher reading scores.

In summary, the exploratory inquiry identified three condifio'hé fhdf
may have d’percfed indirectly upon the teaching and learning of reodiﬁg in

the four schools studied. These were an emphasis on writing, teacher

participation in program decision making, and an esprit de corps = among
staff members. 'l‘fogether with the four condifi‘ons discussed earlier - which
-the schools also had in common and which seeméd to bear quite directly on
Teochingfleorning in reodi'ng - these three deserve attention as the study of
reading in Los Angeles Title | elementary schools continues.

Sorﬁe directions for the continuation of the st‘de are outlined in the

last section of this report, together with some concluding remarks about the

findings presented here.
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- CON\CQUDING REMARKS AND SOME ISSUES FOﬁ CONTINUED RESEARCH
o Prior to this writing, the findings elaborated through the preceding
pages were presented orally and informally to several grbups and
individuals.* Each time, the presentation generated a number of q;ues’rioné
that raised important issues. These issuves deserve attention here. Thus,
to round out and conclude the discussion of the exploratory study, | have
listed a number of .questions that | have been asked about its results and
offered responses. The questions are iisfed in no particular order.
l. Aside from their presence in common in four high-scvoring scF\ooIs, is
there reason to assume the seven conditions discussed here may account

For schools' higher reading scores? _ After all, these same conditions
may be present in schools with lower scores.

Clearly research must be continued in a larger set of schools - a set
which includés schools which seem to be both more and less successful in

helping students learn to read. (Sixth-grade medians on the Comprehensive

" Tests of Basic Skills ~and other test scores will probably be used in

eleé’ring this set, but only ngefher with other indicators.) In the
mednfime', the findings presen’red here should be ‘treated only as initial
hypotheses. |

fhe claim that ’rHe seven'}”conl‘di’rions discussed above may bear upon
* school's higher scores, however, is based upon more than their co-presence
in the fqur schools studied. That claim is also based upon the apparent
functional relevance of each condition to teaching and learning in

) %

reading. That is, it seems that a direct line can be traced from the

¥Tentative findings were discussed with members of the LAUSD Research and
Evaluation Branch in two staff development sessions in June, 1981. Another
informal presentation was made to the Branch's Title | unit and members of
the Title | Unit's new Research and Evaluation Planning Team in September of
1981, as this report was being completed. | have also discussed the

results of the exploratory study informally with the colleagues at UCLA in
‘the Center for the Study of Evaluation.

i
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presence of each condition to -the everyday actions of teache s and students
- actions which, given_wﬁof is known about human Ieornin.g, are Iikely_ to
make a difference in student's achievement. | have tried to point out these
links in describing each of the cdndifhions. | su‘ggesfed, for instance, that
."em;Shosis" on reading-for-understanding was manifested in a variety of
ocfionsi: use of subject matter texts for reading, routine assignments in
basal readers, students' reading in diverse materials outside for;mol reading.
lessons, teachers' questions to students about what they réod, and so on.
Furthermore, | in%ofed that in many classrooms, "strong" experienced
teachers evid V'Iy held students accountable for doing assigned work. Token
fogefher, these findings suggest that students' gained considerable
experience, or practice, in reading-for-comprehension -- which theory and
research argue should help to assure effective »Igorning. | offered similar
arguments regarding the functional links of the other six conditions to
teaching and learning.

At this ‘poim‘ in the research, many of these links remain to be
documented with firmer phenomenological evidence. }-'or instance, one might
want to measure just how much time students in these, or’schools that seem
similarly effecﬂve,",ocfuolly spend per wunit of time in reading-for-

understanding and then go on to compare that to a similar measure taken in

schools that do not "emphasize" comprehension. Or again, one might want

somehow tfo count instances of instructionally related collaboration among

staff members and see if these exceed the number in schools which seem to

lack the esprit- de corps of the four faculties studied to date. In short,

continued research needs to do more than compare more and less "successful"

schools. It aiso must confirm that the links which seem to exist between

_conditions and actions that "make a difference" oi;e,, in fact, present. Now,

owever, such !ink's do seem to exist; and that provides a second basis for




y
hypothesizing that the conditions cited above ‘may very well bear L;pon

schools' higher scores.

Fi,n"avliiy, there was some prel'iminory; evidence to suggest that the

conditions present in~the four schools s’rudied are not universally present
in Los -Angeles Ti’rie | elementary schools. THis evidence lay in the
'e‘xperienced-‘bosed compﬁrisons made by staff members. Teachers, for
instance, asserted that sor;é past faculty members in their schools had not
required sfuden’r‘s to work hard, had not held students accountable for
completing work, and had believed that "poorvkids, or "inner city students”
have so many problrems at home 1'[1‘01' they cannot perform well in school.
Staff members also named other séhools in which faculty members didn't

"control" students, didn't work closé]‘y\ together {(were "cliquish"), spent

too much time teaching discrete skills, "never" required students "to write
N

N

more than a sentence", and so on. \\
' \

It is possible, of course, that these vie\A;\s'\\we-re merely myths in the

AN
AN

culture of urban teachers -- myths based upon a few observed cases and more
hearsay, which allowed staff members to ratify the wvalue of their own
practices and opinions. But *the concreteness and specificity of their
remarks suggested that the speakers were recounting actual experiences, and
that the conditions present in their schools were, in fact, absent in some
others, Again, the latter remains to be substantiated by further research.
Buf !;or now, the experienced-based comporisons articulated by many sfoff
members interviewed provfde a third basis for entertaining the findings

presented above as hypotheses. .

2. Does it seem that all of the seven conditions discussed here need to
~  be present in a school -- or do some seem to matter more in students'
reading performance than others?”

<
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Any claim that some of the conditions cited seem to matter more (or to

have a stronger influence) than others in. students' reading achievement

would be a guess based on intuition, logic, or theory. There-is'no way to
know for sure at this point in the research whether any of the seven
conditions in fact differentiate more effective from less effective reading
programs, let alone ‘which condition or cbnditions may be more critical. It

-is, however, important to keeb in mind that systemic relatonships may exist

arnong some or all of the conditions discusse_d.‘
Traditional educational research models encourage thinking about the

effects of variables in additive terms. One variable "expiains" a certain

amount of the variance; add a second to the equation, and a bit more is

explained. Or, a given variable seems to make no statistically significant

.difference in outcomes; but in the presence of a second variable, it is

1

found to make such a difference. Such findings beg the question of whether
one variable (condition) can exist in a social se'h‘iné without another or
Sef of others. In addition, they do not reveal how fhé variables

introduced function wifh respect to one another. |
The point here is that the co-presence of all f)r some subset of the

| .
seven conditions discussed above as findings may not be fortuitous. Certain

of these conditions may mutually generate and sustain one another. Thus,

for instance, esprit de corps, staff and Qprogrorh stability, specialized

reading instruction, staff participation in program cjyecision making, and the

presence of '"strong," experienced teachers with high standards and |
expectations - all may act in system to be mutually perpetuating.- And as_

elements in a system, they may function interdependently to influence the

" quality of teaching and learning in reading. Independently, they may not bg

“transportable™ to or efficacious in other schools. One may not be able to

£l
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exist in a school or act on reading achievement without the others (or,
L%
perhaps, some of the others). ‘ -

Thus, the question, "Which condition(s) matter(s) most?", is only one
way of construing an issue for further research. It is important to ask
first: "If all or some of these conditions do seem to account for higher
reading achievement, how do they function in relation to one another?"

. ’ - Y
3. The exploratory study inquired only superficially into the nature of the
students and communities that the four schools served. These schools

are not Jocated in the most socially and economically oppressed areas of
Los Angeles. Couldn't that make a difference in their reading scores?

There are several ways to respond to this question.  One is to point
out that the large-scale studies showing correlations bé’rween socioeconomic
status and ochie;/emenf: (1) show only .correlations, not cause and effect,
(2)‘ minimize the significance of the "oQ'rliérs"* -- schools which do not fit
the general pattern, and (3) have rarely looked at what is going on inside
schools. - As a.result, these studies (which probably underlie the question
stated above) do not address the question, "Can particular school faculties
and their vprogrom.s provide environments in which children 'who live in
poverty can learn effectively?" »’rThe findings of these studies imply that
'més'f schools most often do not; they do not show that schools cannot.

| This response to the question stated above merely serves to put the
issue it raises in perspec'rivle; it has not in any sense beenA proven that
boverf)? (or fhe social con‘di’rions which often seem to accompany if):ocgounfs
for lower academic achievement. Indeed, despite considerable research
attention, the relationships between poverty, schooling, and achievement

have yet to be effectively explored.

»

#[Tterally, those that do not fall on or near the line graphing the direct
correlational relationship between socioeconomic status of schools’
enrollment and test-score performance.

71
- 87

e




A second respohse is more to the point. Sixth-grade students in the -

four schools studied managed to attain generally higher reading test scores
than students in schools with adjacent or much higher” poverty rankings.
Furthermore, in two of the schools, Sixfh-_grode medians rose while poverty
ronkingsl declined.f [f Title | poverty rankings is a reasonabiy valid
indicator of the relative socioeconomic status ofh Los Angeles schopls'
enroliments, and if CTBS scores are at least roughly valid indicators of
students' reading achievement, then the latter evidence seéms to suggest
that socioeconomc factors had little to do with fhe four schools' sixth-
grade medians.

qu a third response is also due the question which began this

discussion. As the research continues, it should give attention to the

social contexts of the schools studied. This attention could take three

forms. _

Firsf,; more should be understood about the statistical indicators used
by the District to describe such features of 'schools' enrollment as
poverty, transience, and stability. Some schools' Title | poverty rankings,
for instance, change twenty, thirty or even more points from one year to the
next. Even with considerable movement of families im“o and out of certain
school attendance boundaries, i;‘ is difficult to understand such dramatic
changes in a community's relative "poverty" within a year. It would be
useful, too, to know whether the percent of student transiency is based upon

the addition of departing students and entering students or calculated in

some other way. -

Second, it would be useful - within the constraints posed by a concern
for privacy - to inquire about the learning-related activities of students
in their lives ouf§ide school. (Ruling out a simple correlation between

~

socioeconomic status and achievement does not rule out differences in home
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conditions that may ﬂinfl‘uence students' learning. One cannot assume that
. N income {evel ine‘vHobly defermi:nes attitudes and behavior in the Home.)
Thus, students might be asked how much time Théy spend in free reading or on
schoolwork during their hours away from ‘school. The circulation records of

school libraries, bookmobiles, and local public libraries could be examined.

-

’»

Finally, other, more general indicators might yield useful contextual
 data on the nature of social, life in the communities that schools serve.

Records of porenf participation in school and other community affairs, of
voter registration, of newspaper circulation and the like suggest themselves

as sources of relevant background information.

4. Suppose that further research confirms the hunches generated by the
exploratory study. Suppose that some or all of the conditions discussed
above do appear fo be roufinely present in "more successful" schools and
consistently absent in "less successful" ones. Can these conditions be
practically achieved in other schools? Are they "transportable™?

Th’e answer to this question is "it depends." It depends, first of
ol.l, upon how the conditions are found to be infl‘_uem‘iol in relation to one
another. Secondly, it dependsﬁ bpon the dissemination strategies efnployed.
Finally, it depends upon one's definition of the terms "practically" and
™ransportable."

Independently, schools can probably re-orient their instructional
activities such that students spend more time on reading-for-understanding
gnd wrifihg, especially with on-going support and encouragement. The

‘disfricf can, perhaps, adopt policies which tend to support sfoffyﬁ and
program longevity in schools. With some guidance, experience, and feezdbock,
faculties can proboBly become adept in implementing teaming, or leveling ox:

departmentalization. At least formally, teachers can be involved in program

decisicn making. "Strong," experienced teachers with high standards and

expecf&’rions, one imagines, are not easily produced. But policies might be

v

*
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.  adopted which encourage such teachers to leave schools,where‘fhere‘}seem 1o
be a "critical mass" of similar teachers and to take positions in. others.
Their presence in these other schools - as informal persuaders and models -

might work to change colleague's beliefs and ;;rocﬁces. High staff morale .

or esprit de corps might follow from one or more of the measures mentioned

»
d -]

so far.

These suggestions already imply some approaches to change which are

. N \
vnusual and may be deemed "impractical.". And, in any case, my own |
: “
\_,_) experience suggests that effectively "implementing" the activities mentioned ) |

rsubst-c‘;\nfive wrifi’ng assignments) would ruéguirg more than c; mandate and one
or two quick in-service sessions. While it is oniy a persona! opinion, my
perspective is that most of fﬁe beliefs and practices described in this
report are not -"transportabie" --" not |f one considersﬂ them os:“so many
machine parts to be moved into a factory in replacement of others. To be

created where it is presently absent, each of the conditions discussed above

would require behavioral and, in some instances, attitudinal change. Such

change does not occur quickly, but it can be nurtured and. developed

"clinically," i.e., through on-going educative experiences and feedback from

(e.g., more  reading-for-compréhension,’ teaming, more time on more
1
\

others (peers, supervisors, consuitants) deemed credible.

This< perspective on change is based uponl“ a view of schools as social

within schools -- as m other sociolﬁsysfems~¥- are grounded in a body of

interrelated perceptions, heliefs, and wo);s of réufinely inferpreﬂngd
| experience that are fnore-or-less'shorefd by at least a substantial core of
the staff members. These percepﬂons,- beliefs, and routine interpretations
sustain membérs’ activities. Anﬁd, ‘in a continuous, reflexi\./e process,

(v}

members' activities recurrentiy provide evidence which allows them to

l * 8
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sustain their percepfions,‘.belief*s, “and  ways of'im‘erprefing what they

. .2 v
experience. Thus, in most cases, faculties (or their key members) have
\‘"% ' -~ ‘ Al . T .

"good reasons” for doing what they are doing and for not doing something
else. They often clajm that"those who suggest changes in procfiéé "do not

understand the situation here" or "don't realize the problems we're facing."

e

_ln.'suclh circumstances as \These,,chonge most often evolves. It is rarely
. _ \ —_—

. '3 v L8 . S e :
accomplished quickly. -Even when a change in practice is mandated, it may

exist only in form (not in substance) until members of the social system.

\

internalize or adopt its underlying assumptions as their own.. If this
perspective on change has onyAvoIidvity‘\ (and the history of many educational
innovations and other social changes suggest that it does), it should serve

as a caveat against against expecting a "quick fix." If one assumes further

research warranted the attempt, the conditions reported here could probably

- be developed in other Title | schools in Los Angeles. Buf their deveIOpmem‘ )

‘ . . . ) .,’
-- particulary for some conditions in some schools -~ is likely to require

time, commitment, and creative dpproochés. And all three will be required

in larger méasure to the extent that the conditions foung-to be influential
- ’) s

operate systemically, rather than independently. :

v,:
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A CLOSER LOOK AT THE RESEARCH METHODS

v- The discussion here is neither highly technical nor highly detailed.*
Its purpose is simply to provnde interested readers with more com‘exf for
~ making sense of the precedmg research results. “Toward that end, | explom

more fully then | did in the text how | went exploring, what’ precisely |-

¢ searched for, where | chose to ook and why, and how much work was done

during the study.

How: Fieldwork From an Ethnographic Perspective

The -findings of this study evolved in field graphic perspective . **
‘Trod‘iﬂonoily efhnogrcxphic concepts-and methods have been used by
qm‘hrc-)pologiisf‘s to study the cultures of groups in "exotic" locales. (The
work of Morgoreff Mead in Samoa and Bali may come to mind.) But ethnography
can be used as well to learn and write about the doings lof social groups.in
places such.olsr.schoolls. ‘ e |

HQW is e‘thnogrfjphic field work done? Usually, ;the ethnographer begins*
. with brc.;‘dd; general questions rather like numbers' (!) and (2) with which
“this study began. ‘Thén his/her work proceeds from onsite data gathering, to-
data analysis, to identification of more precise questions, back to data
gof‘hering again, and so on in a cycle .repecn‘ed for the in’dﬂon of the

study. (See Flgure l. )

*For a more compreﬁénsuve Treafmem‘ of the methodology and reseorch proced-~

. ures underlying this study, see An Introduction to Practical Fieldwork from
an .Ethnographic Perspective (CSE, 1981). Prepared by this author, that
booklet accompanied two consecutive staff development sessions held for
members of the LAUSD Research and Evaluation Branch in June, 1981.

**thnogrophlc derives from ethnography, which literally means "writing
about the & nations': -graphy from the éreel« verb "to wrn‘e," efhno- from

?he Greek noun "ethnos," usually transiated as "nation"," "tribe T
"peopie.” :

2
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The Cycle of \Ethnographic Fieldwork

DATA GATHERING

2 . / -

© REFINING AND
FOCUSING OF
. : INQUIRY

-5 ,

Y TR

Nearly everything an ethnographer notices on site can be data. He/she
L v “\
attends primarily to what participants in a setting say and do in. their
. . & 0 3 .
everyday lives and to when and how they say and do it. Planned interviews

and impromptu conversations with participants are also important information
sources, Often), too, documents are examined. )
1 .
_Precise experiences are recorded as they occur (or as soon thercafter

as possible) in field notes. . The ethnographer also sets down his/her own

impressions and reactions, making sure to'separate them from descriptions

of what occurred. At the end of a day on site, the notes are reviewed and

8l

QO ; a v e ‘ ' ~ 3

AN

A 1701 Provided by ERIC

':EMC RS S . .




filled in. Then, - they are examined to idem‘ify: emerging fhemes and

v

patterns: ideas, actions, ,ond action sequences, opinions and beliefs, etc.,
that r;ecur in-the data and seem to fit fogefher/.) The researcher also looks
for oppérem‘ contradictions or discrepancies—in the patterns, pinpoints
. where information seems incomplete, and tries to monitor how his/her biases
may be influencing the accumulating record and evolving interpretation.

As the ethnographer reflects on‘his/her_ field notes in Thesé ways,
hanhes and further questions suggest themselves. These serve to direct the
continuing inquiry when the efhnogropher.refurns _To.fhe field. And as,
repeﬁﬂng these steps, the ‘efhnogropher collects further and more detailed
info?mofion, he/she shapes the firsty, tentative hunches into educational
guesses and then ‘(Hme and circumstances permifﬂng) the educated guesses
into conclusions.

When an ethnographer dces all this, his general goal is usually to make
sense of what is going-on and to see how things work in a social setting.
"He attempts ‘o do so by locating patterns: functional relationships among
the ways that participants see, think, and act in their world. . And he

attempts to do so "holistically™ seeking patterns at and across many

different levels, in many different levels, in mecny different orje'c'xs,_; of

v

participants' lives.

In the study repor;‘ed here, | could not attend fully to the ethno-

grapher's concerns for holism, and for underSTonding the world ag those in

the settings studied understand it. | did, however, keep these concerns
constantly in mind a5 | visited the schools. And while time was

insufficient to push to the level of detail that ethnography seeks, i did

-

follow the cycle of repeating the resecnch steps outlined above.  The

exploratory study, then, was not truly efhnogroph;c but the fieldwork was

-

‘efhpogrophncolly oriented.
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What: Functionally Relevant Patterns - =

4

The foregoing discussion not -onfy explains generally how | went about

4

explo i/ng; it also begins to indicate what, in particular, | was looking

for. Given the study's ‘purposes, | was of course searching for phenomena,
conditions, and things that appeared to be fucfivonolly related to learning
to” reoci, or at least to taking a reading test. (These might include

environmental circumstances, activities, organizational arrangements,

- : beliefs or attitudes, materials, or any numbgr of other things.) But more

specifically, | was looking for such things in patterns-- patterns wherein
. . B . \ *
they co-occurred regularly, routinely with higher reading scores.

At one level of analysis, | wanted to see a pattern of this kind .

evident within a school and/or its surrouﬁding community.* That is, some set
of functionally relevant things** would need to appear not just here and .

there and sometimes, but routinely and consistently across action seHEhgs

(e.g., classrooms, staff discussions, etc. and/or across participants'
reports to the research.*** (See Figure 2.)
P :

. Next, at a second level of analysis, | wanted to see (if possible) the

same set of functionally relevant things patterned across the. higher-

*For information on what occurred in the community, | had to rely on common
themes in the reports of school personnel. There was no time to spend in
community study. :

#*By "functionally relevant things," | simply mean whatever manifestly
related to teaching-learning or test-taking in reading in a
school/cormmunity. (I kepf research and practical experience on reading ond
on instruction generally in mind to help me decide what might be
functionally relevant.)

*#*Except for matters | could not possibly observe--generally historical events
and events in the community--I tried to rely exclusively on interview
responses or any other single type-of evidence. Rather, | worked to confirm
the presence of apparently relevant phefomena, conditions, etc., across types
by evidence in Figure 2.




_ FIGURE 2
~ The Task Within Schools
Identify & Confirm. . |

Patterns of functionally Across Settings &Porﬁciﬁonts' Accounts
relevant Phenomeng
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. FIGURE 3

The Task Across Schools

To identify patterns of functionally relevant phenomena across schools:

PHENOMENON School | School 2 School 3, School &
A ? ? ? ?
B ? 7 ?
C ? o
D ?
etc. ’ ‘
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scoring schools studied. That is, they would need, ideally, to co-occur

consistently "with higher reading scores from school to school. (See figure

o 3)) &

, . P 3

At the end of the exploration reported here, | then hoped to be’

able to identify some fhings' (phenomeria, conditions, etc.) that seemed to.be

.
-

(1) functionally related to teaching-learning and/or L
test taking in reading. e

(2) consistently co-present in Title | schools with
- higher reading scores. .

Such things, my hunch would be, might very well account for schools' higher
'sixth-grade medians.

This reasoning and these criteria guided what | com\e to include as
the sfvudy"'s findings. |- have given primary attention to f.hose -Things that
most fully met these standards.

Note, however, that a third analysis has Afo be done before the findings -
reported here can be firmed up. That analysis will need to conffosf

conditions at higher-scoring schools with conditions of lower-scoring ones.

it will need to document, that is, that those sets of things that are

regularly co-present with higher scores are routinely absent where scores

are lower. In order to accomplish this kind of contrastive analysis, re-
search .wjll continue in the fall of the 1981-82 school year in a set of
s;hools with lower reading scores. (See Figure 4.) This step will lead to
the clarification and revision--and kfhus the strengthening--of the findings

to date. .

4

Where: Higher-Scoring Schools of Two Types

This study might well have begun with visits to both higher- and lower-
scoring schools. The difficulty with this was simply that time and

resources restricted to about four the total number of sites that could be

S
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FIGURE &

~ A Contrastive Analysis of F.uncfionolly; Relevant Patterns

- PHENOMENON HIGHER-SCORING SCHOOLS LOW?R-SCORING SCHOOLS

Here, the presence of A and B and the absence of F occur
in each hlgher scor;ng school. ~In contrast, A and B are.
absent in each iower-scoring school, wh|Ie F is present.
Attention must be given to the funchonol equilvalence of
formolly different phenomena. For instdnce, H and | in

in this example may be different prccedures that accomplish
the same ends and should, therefore, figure in a hypothesis
about what accounts for hugher reading scores.

]
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s’rudled profl'robly To cﬁoose four higher-scoring schools madé more sense
as an lm‘hol s’rep ’rhon fo d|V|de oﬁen‘hon ‘between two kinds of schools
(i.e., higher- and lower-scoring). It would afford a better opportunity to
see whether, in fact, schools wiﬂ; higher sixth-grade medians seemed to have
ony’rhing_relévon’r in.common. In order to choose schools, ﬂ;erefore., | began
by examining profiles of the nine Title | elementary school with 1979-80
sixth grocfe C_TES“medions above the 50th percentile.
The profiles inleded infearmation from 1974-75 to 1979-80 oh the

séh;ols’ sixth-grade CTBS medians, Title | poverty ranks, students'
ethnicity, total enrollment, and transiency/stability of enrollment.*

This informo’rionw.showed that the nine schools fell into three general

categories.

(1) Schools where both test scores and relative poverty
indicators had jumped markedly upward from [978-79
to 1979-80;**

{2) Schools where scores had remained relatively high
(compared to other District Title | schools) for
several years, while their relative poverty ranking
remained stable;

(3) Schools where scores had climbed rather constantly
year after year, while their poverty rankings
declined.

Students' socineconomic status, as | mentioned earlier, is frequently
cited as an "explanation" for test performonce To help rule out this
argument, | wanted to avoid schools in category (1), where the indicator of
socioeconomic status (Title | poverty ranking) moved upward simultaneously
with reading scores. Thus, | sought two schools each from categories (2)

*xamples of the school profiles | received are included in the next
~ appendix of the report. They were made available with the assistance of
David Houck ‘and prepared by Jack Reynolds, both of the LAUSD Research and
Evaluation Branch. .

**Schools with lower poverty rankings serve communities that are relatively
less well-off, as measured by the number of students receiving free lunches
and the number of student families receiving Aid to Families with Depend-

. ent Children (AFDC).
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and (3);_‘ In choosing these, | was im‘eresfeéj in schools with larger
enréll?nenfs and with both largely Black and largely Hispanic student
bodies.* - - | | " o

Using these criteria and drawing from the nine "over 50th percentile"

- Title I‘elembem‘ory spchools, | was not quite able to complefe‘ the. set of
four. | was able to select two schools from category (2): consistently

higher scores, stable poverty ranking. But | was satisfied that only one

schoo! with the latter pattern was found ombng the Title I elementdry

schools with 1979-80 median sixth-grade CTBS reading scores in the 40th and

50th percentile range.

Ultimately, then, | conducted this study in:

o Two Title | schools where sixth-grade CTBS reading
scores had been above the 49th percentile for at
least three consecutive years, while poverty rankings
held relatively constant. Both had predominatly Hispanic
enroliments and smaller proportions of Asian students.

o Two Title {1 schools where sixth-grade scores had risen
(to the 56th and 42nd percentiles, respectively) while
" their ~poverty rankings -declined.-  Both. had predominatly
Black student bodies; one had a notable minority of
Hispanic students. : '

How Much: Sixty Hours of On-Site Research

A total of about 60 hours--the equivalent of roughly two school weeks--
was spent on site in.the four schools. These hours were spread from early

May to mid-June, with time for analyzing field notes and focusing inquiry

>

between phases of data collection. Rather than completing ‘wqu in one

~

schocl and then moving on to another, | moved back and forth among the four,

’

collecting information until the school year was virtually over. As |

*arger enrollments are more usual in Title | schools districtwide; Blacks
and Hispanics constitute by far the largest cultural groups enrolled in these
schools, and the language experience of the latter usually presents

different educational challenges.

‘., 88 u?




;s
worked in this way, themes and patterns emerging at one schol suggested what

. TQJiCheék into at others. <
4 | _ During the sfuqy, 40 interviews were conducted with 30 staff members,
Usually, l-spoke with principols and reading c’oordinofors or resource
v teachers more than once. Other ipfe‘zr"vieWees irjciuded classx_'k‘oorrn teachers
and, here and .There, a Tiflé.l or Biiinguoi\ Program coordinator and a
librarian. Questions for what | have labeled "interviews" were planned in
advance in light of information obtained earlier about the scﬁool and the

individual staff member's role. But countless brief, impromptu

o conversations with teachers and others also occurred.
o - LS

In addition, | visited and observed activities in twenty-four different
classrooms. Thesg observations were sometimes pre-scheduled; in other
instances, | dropped in without a specific appointment. (In all cases,
however, teachers and others in the school knew that | might be coming in to
observe §omefime.) Each observation lasted about fifteen or twenty minutes;
nearjy all were timed to coinéide with classes' reading periods. Often, |
had the chance afterwards to talk with the teachers about what | had séen.

Both interviews and observations were concentrated more heavily on

—teachers -and classrooms in the schools' upper grades, especially grade 6.
‘ Some focusing of eff'\qr»'f‘wijhin the schools was negg:ssmy', given the time

- ~
available for work. And, given rather high student transiency rates, sixth

grodé,medions seemed likely to be more valid indicators of conditions and
activities in sixth grade (and secondarily, perhaps, in the fifth and fourth

grades) than of conditions and activities school wide.*

*The test scores cited throughout this report are "matched scores.” Schools'
matched scores reflect the test performance of only those students who were
enrolled in the school from one testing period (e.g., Spring of 1978-79) to
the next (e.g., Spring 1979-80), and who took the test in English in both
years. Thus, schools' matched scores exclude the test results of (a)
students new to the school since the last CTBS testing, and (b) students at
the school who have taken the CTBS in English for the first time.
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Supplementing the information already described were data gathered
gonstantly as | informally observed activities in hallways and on
playgrounds, in school offices and staff lounges, in faculty meetings and
reading labs at the four schools. Still other information came from
official documents and other sources: schools' Title 1/School Improvement
plans, handbooks, curriculum materials, teachers’ assignment sheets,
notices to parents, student papers on bulletin boards, and so forth.

Material from such sources found its way into my field notes along with that
from interviews and classroom observations. None of this was done secretly.
My notebook was always out, and | was always writing in plain view.

Everyone in the schools seemed to know the purpose of my visits. The
Director of the LAUSD Research and Evaluation Branch, Dr. Floraline Stevens,
had contacted each principal before | appeared. She explained that we
wanted to understand what seemed to explain their schools' higher scores and
urged them to assure cooperation with my work. My own explanations of the
study followed along these same lines.

Reminding school personnel of their nigher scores and describing them
in advance as "successful" were absolutely necessary in order to secure
their full cooperation with a study conducted at an extremely busy time in
the school year, But portraying their efforts in these ways probably also
influenced staff members' thinking--and so their action and reports during
the study. Whatever changes may have occurred, however, remain ineffable.
All interviewees seemed extremely frank and open. There was a great deal of
diversity and seif-criticism in their remarks, along with comon themes and
acceptance of credit. And | sensed no effort, at any time in any school, to
"put on a show" for the visitor (such as often happens during program

review, accreditation, and other explicitly evaluative site visits).* In

short, what | saw and heard seemed to me to be extremely straightforward

versions of affairs in the four schools and their communities.

*In any case: (l) my schedule was too erratic for any of the schools to have
undertaken and sustained such a performance, (2) there was no real reason
why they should do so, and (3) too much else was going on to make it
worthwhite.

4 ‘
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APPENDIX B
THE FOUR SCHOOLS: THUMBNAIL SKETCHES -




THE FOUR SCHOOLS: THUMBNAIL SKETCHES

In this o‘ppendix, sketches of the four schools provide some selected
background information on each and concise descriptions of each one's
reading program. | tried to consiruct these skefches succinctly: (I) to
outline some particular themes that stood out at individual sites, (2) to
anticipate questions readers might have,* and (3) to explain conditions
which influenced research at one or two of the schools. Given these goals,
the same topics are not always covered from sketch to sketch. But each
sketch does offer an outline of the school as an individual entity, and
together they provide a reference point for discussion in the text.

The first two sketches describe schools that had consistently higher
scores and relcfi;/ely constant poverty ronkings. Then, two "rising scores,

declining poverty ranking" schools are discussed.

*In this regard, the questions and reactions of LAUSD Research and

Evajuation Branch staff members, to whom | delivered an oral, pre-
liminary version of this report, were extremely helpful.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

ELYSIAN HEIGHTS PROFILE
1874 - 1980

Administrative

Area 7
TYFAR T CHWADE 5 ] MMET T DEMROCITAPIRC TACTOAS TR i
READING POVERTY ETimnciTy CLROLLMENT [ TRAMNSIENCYSTABILITY
MATIONAL RANK
PERCFENTEILF Amer.Indion Mlack; Nol 4] Asian Pacilic | ITispanic [White, Flot
(CTBS) ____|__Alaskan_blativel Hispanic Istander |_tiispanic_ | N . S
1981-02 74 I .
1980-84 iny _ 1 L. .
197%-80 60 1S3 1.5 2.4 in.¢ 65.4 12.2_ | he8 24 19
1978-79 60 129 I.h 1.6 17.4 64.6 | © 153 _ N2 {2 7t
1977-78 64 150 1.9 1.1 18.6 61.¢ 16.8 h63 28 3
1976-71 66 139 0.6 1.5 20.3 51.7 9.9 h92 2% 17
1975-76 L] 139 0.4 2.0 ‘- 18.7 56.5 22.4 492 % 5
1974-75 68 142 0.0 2.9 18.2 56.6 22.3 488 44
bn-n 42 136 0.0 3.0 ) 58.5 2.3 506 53

General background. Elysian Heights Elementary School lies in a little

valley just to the west of Elysian Pork- and Dodger Stadium. A Racially
Isolated Minority Schoo! (RIMS), it was never involved in the District's
mandatory busing program.

Elysian Heights' staff members routinely pointed with pride to the
school's wide variety ;>f ‘co-curricular and extra-curricular activities,
programs, and field trips. During the course of the research, students were
studying special curricula on life in Antarctica and health. Each Friday
morning, students in grades 4 through é rotated through 45-minute periods
for experiences in music, art appreciation, classical literature, science,

L
physical fitness, and other topics which (drcﬂ/iJng c?ri\fhe special interests

and expertise of regular faculty members in ff\e upper grades) supplemented

the reqgular curriculum. The school maintained small animals in a pen

2
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adjacent to a vegetable and flower garden on the school grounds. The Animal
Club and Garden Club were among twelve separate clubs and special classes
that met after school during just one week in June. As this study
progressed, sixth graders were winding up a year-long series of fund-raising
activities to pay for the entire class's week-long stay at a San Bernardino
Mountains camp. Field trips to Los Angeles County Art Museum, UCLA,
Placentia Canyon, Catalina Island, Malibu Canyon, and Port Hueneme took
place wﬂhin a few weeks. This pace was typical, school calendars revealed.

The Principal (at Elysian Heights for twenty years) emphosized that,
"All this activity pays dividends in the end: it makes the school an
exciting place to go To....v_:ond it serves as a reason for reading, talking,
and writing." Independent comments by teachers indicated that nearly all
shared this perspective.

Wrifing received heavy erhphosis in the curriculum. Students answered
"hundreds of letters a year" addressed to a cat named Room 8, the school's
mascot. (Room 8 died in’I968 after fifteen years at Elysian Heights, and
television stations around the country continue to broadcast a filmvof Room
8's story. And each time they do, letters pour in.) The emphasis on
writing was also manifest in pen-pal, letter-to-the-editor, and other
recurrent classroom letter-writing assignments, as well as in The. school's
high level of participation in @ number of writing contests.

The quality of teaching, the regularity of rigorous homework
assignments, and "high expectations" for student performance were themes
repeated throughout faculty irﬁerviews- The principal noted that Elysian
Heights students "go home loaded down with homework." Teachers and principal
lauded the commitment, energy and skill of the fifth- and sixth-grade
teachers. They, in turn, pointed to the "fin. teachers and fine programs,

especially in the lower grades; by the time they get here, they're

94 1 "’, -




well-prepared.”" Observation suggested an enthusiastic, hard-working faculty
throughout the school.

The reading program. Instruction in reading was basred upon Houghton

Mifflin materials, in use for about four and half years at Elysian Heights.

Regular instruction took place in two "rotations": one at grades 5 and
6, the other in grades 3 and 4. Students in each pair of grades shifted
among their respective teachers for reading, so that each teacher taught
children at only three Iévels on the Houghton Mifflin continuum. Students
in grades K-2 (with the exception of a few who joined the grade 3 and 4
rotation) were fcughf» reading by their individual classroom teachers.

A reading lab staffed by a full-time reading specialist/reading

coordinator and college students trained as tutors provided extra

instruction for 125 or so students each week. Working with an adult-child
ratio of 1:5, the lab staff employed the American Language Corporation (ALC)

prescriptive-diagnostic system and a great wealth of audiovisual and print

materials by diverse publishers.
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DORRIS PLACE PROFILE
1974 - 1980

Administrative

Aren ]
YFAR CADT, T e T [ TOENGCHAPTIC FRTTTHTG 77 77 g s e e e F—‘H“__
READING POVERTY ETHNICITY FEROLLMEMT| TRANSIEMICY] STADILITY
MATIOMAL AN KK - R .
PERUFNTILE AmerTndian Dlack, Tot T Asian Pacilic r Mispanie TWRITE, Tiat
R — (C185) e | Alaskan Notlve | Hlispanic lalonder i Mspante 4 L
1omi-g2 | 196 o .
1380-81 197
1979-80 56 175 0.0 0.9 3.1 6.4 3.5 s37 s s
1978-73 50 152 0.2 0.7 27.4 1.3 7.9 570 is |88
1977-718 52 145 0.0 0.7 6.7 65.8 6.8 573 | 18 .83
1976-77 4l tha 0.0 0.3 2.4 67.6 5.7 578 16 85
1975-76 3 L 0.0 0.7 21.5 67.6 0.2 578 1 83
197475 25 152 0.2 0.4 23.% 60.4 1.2 | __Ss7 2
1973-74 |MNoi in Tille I_J__|57 t 0.0 6.0 2h.9 65.7 2.4 566 29
General background. Dorris Place serves a community clearly

"~ demarcated by the intersection of the Los Angeles River with Interstate 5

(just west of the Pasadena Freeway) and Rich Street. Several staff members
referred fo<fhe neighborhood, which lies just north of Elysian Park, as
"self-contained": its freeway and river borders function literally as

barriers.

While a third of the school's teaching positions changed hands in the
past year, the principal noted that "the movement was natural" and among
younger staff, The changes resulted not from teachers' desire for
re-assignment with the District, but rather from maternity leaves, decisions

of spouses to take jobs in other cities, and the like. Indeed, the "good

1
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rapport"” and "mutua!l respect" that existed among faculty members were
repeatedly mentioned in interviews. That these feelings were authentic
seemed evident in the staff's interaction. |

Even after the recent faculty departures, a group of highly experienced
teachers remained, especially in the upper grades. Two at the sixth-grade
level, for instance, had been at Dorris Place for 28 and |0 years, respec-
tively. The third, with 21 years' experience in Los Angeles schools, had
served at Dorris Place for the past six. And the Title | coordinator/read-
ing coordinator was in her tenth year at the school. Although colleagues
saw their individual teaching styles as quite different, the experience,
skills, and hard work of these and other teachers were often cited as the
foundation of the school's effectiveness. As one put it: "it's just the
unabashed adequacy of the teaching of those things that we know will make
for our pupil's success that makes the difference.”

During the 1980-8! schoo!l year, Dorris Place was in its final year as a
Title | "continuing service" school.* Title | funds, it seemed then, would
not be available for [98{-82: the school's relative poverty ranking no
longer qualified compensatory education assistance. The professional staff
awaited the loss of Title | funding with serious concern. Teachers
individually and rountinely reported that their Title | aides were '"very
good," 'excellent"--and an important element in the '"success" of the
school's reading program. (Observation suggested the aides did play a key
role in the supervision of reading instruction.) Some staff members also

expected that the Developmental Reading Program would be too "cumbersome"

.

*Even after it becomes clear that a school no longer qualifies for Title |

funds, the funds continue for two years. Presumably, this allows the school
time to plan for operations on a lower budget. However, after the [980-8|
schoo! year ended, it became clear that Dorris Place would receive Title |
funds in 198}-82.




to manage without the full-time reading coordinator and her experienced,
knowledgeable, retrieval room clerk.*

The reading program. At the core of reading instruction were the

LAUSD's Developmental Program (DRP) materials in Spanish and English.
Reading was managed schoolwide using the continuum of skills specified in
this program and matched to the LAUSD reading continuum. From clasroom to
classroom the DRP system was accompanied by a variety of other texts and
reading matter. The reading coordinator reported that she and the principal
encouraged teachers to use subject-area (e.g., social studies and science)
texts in teaching reading comprehensfon. Observation found that at least
some teachers followed this advice.

Exactly when the DRP was introduced no one could say, but most placed
the date between six and eight years ago.

Each teacher \ggrked*gﬁclusively with his/her own students in reading
with the assistance of an dide. As the Title | coordinator/reading
coordinator explained: "When we began DRP we used a cooperative teaching or
teaming approach....(but) at this school, we've always felt that people with .
kids in the classroom is the basis of success."

Extensive supplementary materials - most part of the DRP - were

available in the reading resource, or retrieval, room.

*Had | known in advance that Dorris Place seemed about to lose its Title |
status and funds, | would probably have selected another school to visit.
(Once | had learned this, however, circumstances made its replacement
impossible.) In any case, the school did achieve higher sixth-grade reading
medians during a time when its poverty ranking was markedly lower. And the
relative ranking itse!f may not be a valid indicator of community socio-
economic status in this case. Three different faculty members who seemd
familiar with the neighborhood argued that the standard of living therein
had changed little. What had happened, they maintained, was that the Asian
families (who constituted an increasing proportion of the community)
included many who were reluctant to accept the assistance which "counted" in
calculating student poverty--free lunch and AFDC, Thus, they maintained,
the community seemed to be better off when in fact it was not.
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ALTA LOMA PROFILE
1974 - 1980

Adrainlstrative

Arrn
I S I e L R EOLLMENT| TRARIER Y] & AL T
NATIOMAL RAHH#C R
‘____ﬁ T | o onive |iapanie | e | T e
AR S N N 2w _ S SO O R S
1980-81 2 _ . D R
1972-80 56 35 0.0 3.8 1.3 23.9 0.4 (34 J7 48
1978-79 48 a9 0.1 79.3 2.2 18.2 0.1 682 i 58
1977-18 45 it 0.0 . 84,9 2.3 12.4 0.4 763 30 154
1976-17 3 = 102 0.9 87.3 1.8 9.4 1.7 837 ki) 12
1975-7€ 28 102 0.0 20.5 1.7 7.t 0.7 842 32 : 74
1974-75 25 105 0.1 0.9 1.5 6.5 0.9 | 8% 64
1973-74 21 106 0.0 0.9 1.5 7.4 0.2 | 93 3]
General background. Aita Loma is located just off Washington Boulevard
between Crenshaw and La Brea. It is classified as a Racially lsolated

Minority School (RIMS). But in 1978-79 and 1979-80, half of Alta Loma's
fifth and sixth graders (about 100 children) were bused to a "mid-site"
school in Van Nuys as part of the LAUSD desegregation program.

Staff members erﬁphosiztd that faculty turnover had been low, particu-
farly in the up;;er grades. A core of teachers, inciuding several progrdm
coordinators, had ‘been at the schoo! for about ten years; a few, longer.
When four years ago the faculty (then over 50% min‘or_ifyv) was required to be
integrated, numbers of White teachers, volunteered to join the Alta Loma

staff. Those wlioc came, stayed on. (One with experience in schools across

Los Angeles touted her Alta Loma teaching position as "a plum.")

Q
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The school's current, highly experienced principal arrived in February,

1981, replacing one who had served for five years at Alta Loma until her
retirement. Having experienced a succession of principals through the early
1970's who stayed but briefly, some long-term faculty members cited the
former principal's five-year tenure as a source of stability in the school.
Teachers consistently agreed with the vice-principal/Title |
coordianor that "we have a fairly good student bod'y; it's not a rough
school." As the principal put it: "The kids are, you might say, still
innocent enough that we can entice them to get involved in learning."” A
number of teachers volunteered that student behavior scemed to have improved

over the last several years. There were indications that this was the

result of explicit efforts made by staff members.

The_reading program. LAUSD Developmental Reading Program (DRP)

materials (in both English and Spanish) and Harper Row basal series were
basic in grades K through 6. The DRP skills continuum, with its
accompanying texts and record-keeping cards, was used for reading
instruction. (These were keyed to the District management system.)
Supplementary reading materials - mostly in print, some audio-visual ~ and
advice for classroom instructors were available in a "retrieval room" from
the full-time reading resource teacher and her porf-rime aide. (Reduced
funds had led to the end of a reading lab two years earlier.)

The Harper Row readers and workbooks had been in use for several
vyears. The Developmental Reading Program came into use schoolwide fdur
years ago afthough some teachers had employed DRP materials before that.

Reading ‘instruction was "departmentalized" in grade &: one teacher at
that grade level taught reading to all sixth grade students. The leveling
or teaming approach was used Wifh grade 5. In recent years, reading in

grades | through 4 had been handled by each teacher in his/her own
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classroom. But in |980—8l, these four grades went to a "leveling"
approach: students were redistributed across first through fourth grade
teachers so that one had children from several grades working at only fwo or
three levels on the DRP continuum of reading skills. Both the reading
resource teacher and the School Improvement coordinator taught one reading
group daily to reduce the load on grade |-4 teachers. And, under the
tutelage of their regular clas .oom teachers, some kindergarteners had gqlso

begun reading.
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42nd STREET PROFILE
1974 -~ 1980

e
k)
Adminlstrative
Area b <
YFATY CITADE ¢ TIMCET DEMOCTAPFIC FACTING % ’ 19
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1373-74 3t i32 0.0 2.7 6.0 0.9 0.4 698 65‘.8

General . background. 42nd Street Elementary School is located a bit

south of Santa Barbara Avenue between Arlington and Crenshaw. For two

years (1978-80, 1979-80), the school's 100-plus sixth graders spend one

semester at 42nd Street and the o\‘ﬁer at one of two. schools in the San

i b * !

Fernando Valley. Participation in this ‘desegregation. arrangement ended

thereafter. During the l980—8! school year, 42nd Street was classified as

Fed
NG

“n

a Racially Isolated Minority School (*RIMS).

Two long-time staff members observed that the school served students
from a wide variety of economic bockgrounds: But as children from the
attendance area's single-family homes had grown up and their parents had
remained in the community, fewer of 42nd Street's chi!‘dren came from single~

»

family residences and more came from the nearby apartments, where families -
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were generally less well-to-do. - With the onset of desegregation, they

reported, some parents had elected to place their children in magnet schools
or to take advantage of the Permifs With Transportation (voluntary busing)
Program. Others ho.d chosen private schools. '"So", one of the faculty
members concluded, "we don't have as many academically strong students as
we once had." K

The principal, ending her third gear at 42nd15freef, had guided the
school through two years of desegreg'otion. She had frie‘d to model a
"humanistic, openl approach to leadership," in part to encourage teachers to
follow the same tantics with students. Raising student's self-image was one

of her central goals, which she believed was especially critical now that

42nd Street had become a RIMS school. Awards for citzenship, sixth-grade

"graduation" ceremonies, the school's drill team, and similar activities

functioned, the principal explained, as a part of This efforts to raise
children's self-esteem.

Staff members at 42nd Street were quick to point out that conditions
observed during the resedrch i\}Jere not 1‘~hose~ that had existed when the
school's sixth-grade median rose. Of the seven fifth/sixth-grade Tedchers
in 1980-8f, they noted, six had arrived at 42nd Street only in, October.
Furthermore, The orgdnizoﬂon of reading instructioh had changed. While in
the past a cooperative teaching approach had been followed (with teachers
exchanging students so that they worked with groups at only two ;r three
lévels in. the Cinn 720 series), this was no longer the cose‘in {980-81.
During that year, at the principal's direction, f:he school had shifted to
the self-contained classroom system: each teacher taught reading to the
students assigned to his/her own classroom.

These ch‘cngés ip personnei, in the organization of insf{ucfion, and in

the school's status in the Districtwide desegregation program - together

™
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with other alterations they seem to have stimulated - limited generaliza-

tions about the school that could be relevantly and validly made in this

report. But, research at 42nd Street provided a great deal of evidence that
was useful in the exploratory study

The redding program. .Reading schoolwide was managed and taught using

the Ginn 720 series. Its accompanying continuum had been matched to the
LAUSD continuum of reading skills two years ago by the school's reading
resource teacher. ©

The Ginn series was chosen "about four .or five years ago" when,

according to the resource teacher, "we looked at our scores and found our

students did well on decoding but were lower on comprehension and on

' vocabulary skills." The Ginn materials, she recalled, were chosen for their

strengths in these areas.

Supplemental reading instruction was afforded about 60 students daily,
in groups of four to eight, in the Reading Lab. In addition, a reading

specialist was available to assist with children two grade-levels or more

2

below others in their classrooms. Working with a full-time aide, the

specialist provided help for twenty such students a week, four or five each

day. Students continued to rzceive the specialist's instruction, following

an Individualized Educational Program, until they EWere able to work at the

same level as their classmates.
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