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program. In addition, it gathered data on what instructional
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classrooms. Informatxon was gathered through observation of remedial
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the five programs were organized around a "pull out"” model wherein
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supported previous findings that Chapter 1 programs do not provide
students with additional time for reading instruction. (FL)
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What is remedial reading?

Introduction, Since its inception twenty years, ago Tit1g I of.theAElementary

)] .
and Secondary Fducation Act (now Chapter I of the.Educational_Conso]idation

"and Improvement Act) has provided school distrittéAwith financial support for

compensatory education services for economically and educationally

disadvantaged children and youth. How.ver, critics of the program (hereafter

referred to as Chapter;T)abound(Doss_éndmﬂb1léy}"1982}”tbo1ey,'1981;”[éYin;””';"““

1977) andAmany eaucétors=at least agfee that the program has not fh]fil1ed,
the perhaps unréasonab]e, expectations of its originators (Kéest]e & Smith. |
5982). Coo]éy (1981) called the effects of Chapter I "d{sappointinély small",
‘However, while Chpbter,l programs have been in operation-for two
decades, and have been regularly evaluated on local, state and national
levelé, we still know 1ittle about the naturg-of the instructional components
of the progrém (Al1ington, forthcoming). Rareiy, over the past fWenty years
has anyoné systgmatiéa]]y observed Chaptér I stUdents.er instruction; " We have

the Ouirk, et al (1975) study but those data were drawn from primarily

| - whole-cldss programs in the late 1960's, before many of the current Chapter I

requ]ationé were developed. Dorr-Rremme (1982) observed in Chapter I schools
but provides little de;cription of instruction provided in e{tﬁér classrooms
or remedial reading rooms. Carter (1984), notes briefly an observational stUdy
'But provides Tittle description of Chapter I inst;uction except tq{say "We had

hoped to find some instructional pkoqrams that were particularly effective
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- with disadvantaged sthdents, but we di& not find thém....even when students

were theoretically receivinq the same ;reathent, we found wide variation in
the material they actually receiVed"‘(p. 12). Reyond these studies there is

1ittle available in the published literature about what comprises rehedial

students' instructional programs in reading. We do have various large scale

survey reports, most typically reporting data from program questionaires; We

are not sure of the value of these data since the reliability and completeness

~ seems questionable (Calfee and Drum, 1979; David, 1981). In any event, these

surveys rarely provide much evidence on what constitutes remedial instruction,

In this study then, we souqht pd prbvide preliminary information on

. the nature of remedial reading instruction. We were particularly inﬂgrested

in examining the focus of remedial instruction and the relationships of this
instruction to the classroom reading program. In addition, we gathered

information on what instructional activities remedial students missed when:

\
\

- they left their classroom. : \

The Method for Collecting the Data. We observed remedial reading students  \

during both their classroom reading instruction and their remedial reading
sessions. We selected volunteer classroom and remedial reading teachers in
four schools in four school districts. These teachers taught in qrades.one to

four. We observed students in five separate classrooms working with five

" different classroom and remedial reading teachers. Four of these five

remedial programs were organized around a “"pull-out" model wherein the
students left the room for remediation. The fifth was an in-class remediation
program in which instruction was delivered by a Chapter I aide in the

mainstream c¢lassroom.,

Our observational method relied heavily on observer field notes which




.all but one of the teachers Dart1c1pated in a substantial "debriefing"

.. years of teaching) and expér&e“ged in teaching the grade'1eve1 assigned durjng

~ some graduate work. The remedial reading teachers and aides_a11 had at least |

‘a bachelor's degree and had completed some.graduate work,. in reading. Four had

R TR
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were keyed to c1oek,times. In'these field notes observers produced a constant
written narrat{ve describing the instruction they observed. These'fie1d notes
were supplemented by audio tape recordinas of some instructional sessions and
xerox copies of curricular materials employed. In addition to our |

observational ‘data we often interviewed teachers after our observations and

intarview after the close of the. school year.

The teachers. The five c1assroom teachers were exper1enced genera11y (7 - 20+

our.ebservational year (3 - 10+ years of teaching at that qfede Tevel), Al

were permanently certified and had earned a bachelor's deqree and completed

New York State Reading Teacher certification. They tended to be less

experienced generally ( 1 to 10 years in teaching ) and had taught remedial
{ .

reading for one to seven years,

The schools. The four schools enrolled from 100 to 450 students in the

elementary grades. The districts ranged from rural, tq rural=suburban, to
small urban., All sehoo1s ran:Chanter I and stete funded Pupils with Special-
Fducational Needs (PSEN) remediai programs., ‘In New York State Chaptér I and
PSEN proarams are coordfnated such that Chapter I orograms do not exist
distinct from the PSEN program,

The etudehts. We gathered observational data on 27 remedial reading

students., Fach of these students met the various criteria established by

Tocal, state and federal authorities for program eligibility and all were

placed 'in the lowest reading achievement qroup in their ¢lassrooms. Some had

9
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repeated one or more grades, or attended transition room programs and some had
a consistent history of participation in.Chapter I/RSEN programs. In short,
the students all seemed less than advantaged eqonbhica]]y and all lagged
behind in their development of reading abilities.

'-Observational summary. We comp]eted forty observat1ons with two observers

present for 29 observat1on days (to record the classroom and remed1a1
1nstruct1on). This resu]ted in a totg] of about 4400 minutes of observafion,
3100 in classrooms and 1300 in remedial programs. iwé did ndt observe as many

: mfﬁutes of remedial instruction as originally planned for several regsdns.-.ln ;
one case, for one-half the scheduled observations the remedial students did

..not Jeave the reqular classroom for a variety of reasons. In another case,

the reﬁecia]'instruction was terminated about six weeks before the end of the

school year so thaf “reports_cod]d.be written". . The remedial periods observed

varied in length from 18 minutes twice weskly to 30 minutes daily.

Data reduction and reporting. As a first step all field notes were typed and

tané recordings Were'trahsrribed and typed. Next we sketched time lines of
the activity strUcture abserved in both thg rlassrooms and remedial settfnqs.
- This time-line sketch resulted in a sort of map of what remedial studentsﬁwere
doing during our observations. fhat is, we focused primarily on the types df'
fnstructional tasks they were (or were supposed to be) engaged in (e.q., small
droup round-robin oral reading, post-reading story discussion, independent
seatwork on workbook pages, siqht-word checkers, etc;). We used these time
'1ine sketches to “ba11—park“ (Schofield & Andersoﬁ, 1984) the proportion of
time remedial students spent doing various tyves of tasks. We do not intend

our data to be interpreted as precise accountings of what remedial students do

all day for several reasons. First, we acknowledge the 1imit6tions'of our




What is remedial reading?

Page 5 .

sample, it does.not réf1ectugll possible variation§.of Chapter 1 programs,
students or teachers. Sécond, our remedial students varied widely 6n_how they
spent their days. We choose to try and "bali-,ark", that is describe
Ldenera11y what we observed as trends, anq report anecdota11y both supporting

- and contradiétory instances. We hope to provide a flavor of Qhat rémedia1
students do infthéir school-based instruction but do nof wish the |
responsigi1ity of beihq held fo producing a reliable and;detai1ed déscription

- of the "average remedial student".
Findings

What is the 1n§fc::t1ona1 focus 1n remedial read1nq? Several beliefs quided

'our ana1ys1s OA the field notes in obtaining information regarding
instructional focus. First, we believe that qreater time a110catiqns in
concert with increased time on tasks (Rerliner, 1981; Carter, 1984) is a .
necessary component of insffuction for poor readers. Yet, we also agree with
Doyle (1983) that what a studont 1earns {s not merely a function of time on
‘tasks but .is ‘also related to the kinds of tasks he/she is being.asked to
perform. In the end students learn what they practice. Comb1etinq ten
worksheets on adding suffixes tb words may produce a student who is proficient
at adding suffixes but does not necessarily produce a reader who is better at
independently using affixes to derive either correct pronunciation or meaning
of an unfamiliar polysyllabic wOfd encountered in text. We were influenced by

thé work of Leinhardt, Ziamond, and Cooley (1981) and Ziqmond, Vallecorsa and

Leinhardt (1980) who have found that the total amount of time spent in reading

was not as important as how the time was used. They reported that the amount

"
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of time spent.reading:connected text, particu1ar1y with the teacher in a
direct instructional settinq, contributed more to reading. achievement than did
a mere ana1ys1s of t1me on task and that 1ittle relationship was found between
the amount of :time spent in ora1 reading act1v1twes, reading games or workbook
‘pages and_growth.

It wasnfor these reasons that we chose to examine our data for the
'i focus of instructionfby liberally adapting the categories of direct and
indirect reading developed by'teinhardt and Seewald (1980). Direct reading
‘activities are distinqui;hed hy'"their proximity to the final qoa1 of reading
instruction,'that is; reading print either silently or ora11y. Direct reading
activities always involve students responding to print in the same direction
as if they wou{d if4they were actually reading” (Leinharat and Seewald,
1980).. Indirect reading activities"are described as "manipulating materia1s;
writing, listening, or discnssinq without reading silently or orally".
Likewise adopted were the level subclassifieation (Tetter, nord, sentence, and
paragraph) and modes (oral, silent, listen, and writes). We added a fifth
level, however: paragraph or story with a-comprehension focus.
Iééﬁi- For each remedial reading teacher; each codinq cateqgory was listed and
time counts were tallied. These were then comb1ned across the five teachers
and proportions were computed. Fiqure 1 dep1cts the apport1onment of time to
reading taeks in remedial reading., Our observations suggest that rougnly one
third of the time is spent in direct reading activities,.one third in indirect
reading, and one third in management, Waitinq, out of room and other
nnn-academic activities. However, it should be noted that two of the five

remedial teachers contributed nesrly three-quarters of the total time in

direct reading activities. Thus the other three teachers engaged children in
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substantially fewer direct reading activities.

Yet we must tempgr any initial enthysiasm over.these qkoss
proportions. When direct'and-indirect reading activities were examined for
ieve} of task (letter, word, sentence, and baraqraph/story)'We found a .
somewhat less_Optimistic picturé. Sentence and word 1éve1 activities
accounted for the dreatest amount of direct reading time, about two-thirds
combined, followed, in decreasing ordei:, by paragraphs and silent
paragraph/story with comprehension focus about one-quarter and 6éa] paragraphs
with comprehension focus accounted for about 10 percent. Remember too, that
three teachers sbent substantia]]y less time dn these direct reading “
activities. If Z1gmond Va]]ecorsa and Leinhardt's (1980) finding, that time,
in teacher-directed silent reading activities accounts for most read1ng
arowth, is accepted as a general guideline, then less than 10 percent of the
direct reading t1me or about one hour of the 1300 m1nutes we observed, would
be considered a highly effective remedial reading practiée in terms of
potential impact on'a&hievement.

- In the indirect readﬁnq cateqory we found about half of the time was
spent at the paragraph level with most of the remaining time focused on
letter, words and.squnds. Neverthe]eés, mindful that .indirect reading
indicates that a‘student is not directly invo]véd with print but is, instead,
talking about words, paraqraphs, sounds, : _ntences and the like, we must
guestion the value of the relatively high proporfion of time spent in fhis
area.- |

A1l other coding cateqories (management, waiting, other, and out of

room) combined accounted for the other third of the time spenf in remedial

readina, about the same as spent in direct reading activities, Sometimes the
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‘children dfd not arrive on'schedule, sometimes the teacher wasﬁnot.prepared to
‘begin a lesson.when they arrived, sometimes studenfs simply waited for papers
to be checked or for a word to be pronounced or to have a worksheet
explained. Ménaqement of student behavior accounted for the largest amount of
time, however. In short, for a variety of“reasoné, 6ne—thirq,of the allocated
time was not used for academic tasks. ‘ \

If our analyses of t1me allocation is- cons1dered to be typical of many
Chapter I remedial read1nq sessions, one could expect in a thirty minute ’ C?'
session that rputhy ten and a half minutes would be spent on direct reading “
aclivities, nine minutes on %ndiréct reéding activitiéé and ten and a half
'minutes on non-reading-activites. Re1y1nq on the school and teacher
| effect1veness 11terature (Anderson, Evertson and Brophy, 1979 Edmonds, 1979;
Duffy, 1981) and the recurring finding that effective teachers are_fyrst good
managers, it would seem wise for reading teachers to take a caréful‘look at
&lassroom.manaqement and student transition patterns to see if this time could
be redh;ed and real’ocated to direct reading activities. 1In barticu]ar more
time allocated to teacher directed readina of stories would seem most
appropriate. | |
Materials. The remedial teachers rarely used basal reader materials and
instead primarily employed a number of different "remedial® materials. These
materials almost invariably had some single skill focus and relatively few
offergd selections longer than a paragraph to read. Little of the content
seemed clearly related to concepts or topics central to the core curriculum,
Much student time was spent on independent workbook or worksheet nétivities.

Rarely did we observe instruction that provided a student with a strateqy, for
| instance, for determining the main idea of a paragraph. Rather, we observed
10 :

T O v v T A
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students given "main idea" worksheets oe workbooks where they were to select

" the correct response. The teacher became a menitor; correctinqvpapers, rather

*han an instructor. Never.did we observe'a remedial teacher attempting to
demonstrate the transferabi11ty of a sk111 from the worksheet to a classroom,

or rea1-wor1d, reading act1v1ty. The focus of the majority of instruction was

the correct answer not the process or strategy one could use to derive a
correct answer. | a
| "Much of the material used seemed to have been selected with little
regard te sequencing, current c1esseeom program, or prior 1earning; Rare1y,
for instance, did a remedial worksheet on syllabication match well with the.

’ students' classroom experiences with the same skill. Different'sy11abicetion
patterns would be presented in a different format and, again, rarely did we
observe any explicit attempt to relate the remedial work on sy11abi€atioe to
classroom work on the same skil1.. Just as infrequuntly were activities

'structured so that students} could deduce any direct link between tHeir skill
1nstruct1on and their actua1 readlnq experiences or needs.

ummarz. We must ciyt1on that our data indicated wide variability between
programs and W1der/var1ab111ty from observat1on to observat1on than has been:
noted in classroom observational research. Hence, our observations lead us to
aaree with Carter (1984) that Chapter 1 miqht better be'considered'a funding
program than an instructional intervention since there was no.single Chapter I
program. He also states that Chapter I teachers'reported usipq a qreater
variety of methods ‘and materials than did classroom teachers. These methods
were not defined; nevertheless, we did not witness much instructional variety

in individual teachers yet did observe a wide range of materials in use.

| We know of no optime1 number of methods and/or materials that remedial

11
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reading teachers should possess, but we‘do‘feel that a reading-teacher should
construct a we]]-defined proqram desiqned to 1mprove students' reading. This
implies the use of c]ear goals. and ev1dence of mon1t0r1ng for advancement
towards those. Ne saw little ev1dence of either. Recause we did not observe
teachers day after day, we cannot produce def1n1t1ve statements about the
sequencing of instrUu 1°"‘\ However, we are ab]e to report that what we saw
suqqested a general "alil- purpose" approach to remediation rather than an
1nd1v1dua11zed'one. That is, these teachers seemed to rely on a swnq]e or
cms1] set of act1v1t1es for their several groups of students. |

Also, consp1cuous by its absance was any qood evidence of monitoring '
student progress. Students read, comp]eted worksheets, spelied words, worked
on computers and SO on, but we did not witness any formative assessment
activities nor d1d we observeiany instances of record-keeping in relation to
student performance. One gqroup of students spent a port1on of four remedial.
sessions (of six obsefved over a period of several months) work1nq on a °
variety of worksheets on prefixes and suffixes with no record of performance,
How much is enough and ‘how will ‘one know? |

“The schoo! effectiveness literature indicates that more effective
schools are characterized by clear qoalsvand frequent.monitorinq of student
progress (Fdmonds, 1979). Those engaged in desiqnino programs for remedia]

readers perhaps need to attend m:re carefully to these finding.

What is the relationship of remedial instruction to the classroom reading

program? It has been arqued that when classroom and remedial reading

instruction lack congruence fess than optimal achievement will be the result,

- (Johnston, A11ington and Afflerbach, 1985). We felt it worth exploring since

12
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curricular congruence seems related to the concept of "cognitive confusion”

(Vernon, 1958). The underlying thrust of this concept is that poor readers

- often do not possess a clear understanding of the nature and demands of the

reading task. This lack of understandihq. or confﬁsion, might very well arise
from a situation in which the curricula and instruction of the remedial
'proqram are quité different from fh&se of the classroom reading proqrém.

In our eXaminatfon of the congruence between classroom and remedial
reading curricula ahd instruction we developed the following sét of
questions: 1) wds the same or similar type of instructioné] material employed
in both settings? 2) Was the same reading skill taught in both settings? 3).
Was the same reading strateqy taught in both settings?

Instructional material. Our analysis revealed that the same or similar.

instructidnal material was used in both settings infrequently, less than one
of six lesson pairs. When the same materials were used, most of the time-it .
*involved using Workbook/hprksheet activities from the same commercial readinq.
broqram. w;rksheets were used as instructionalAmaterials in about two-thirds
of the classroom obéervations and & third of thé remedial reading sessions.
Conversely, while in one one-third of the observations some ciassroom time was
spent reading connected text, this activity was found in nearly half of the
remedial sessions.

Skill. The same reading skill was the instructiona] focus for at least a

portion of orn-third of the lessons in the classroom and remedial settings.
In only two paired observational sessions "however, did the entire
instructional sessions in both settings focus on the same reading skill, one

paired session emphasizing directed oral reading, the other emphasizing 1

13

directed silent reading. The other paired instructional sessions exhibiting ,
i
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congruence for a portion of the time were most often congruert in an
instructional seqment emphas121nq e1ther oral or silent reading sk111s.
Strateqy. - In on]y two paired observational sessions was there congruence in
the strateqy being stressed in .instruction. In both of these instances,
phonics was being stressed in both instructional settings. In the first
instance, classroom instruction jnvolved worksheets focussing on the "two -
vowals together" rule for two vowel batterns. ’Students had to circle the
words containing the approp?iate sounds{ In remedial instruction, students
.also worked on phonic based worksheets, however these worksheets focussed on
‘d1fferent sounds represented by a different genera11zat1on. These students
had to write the appropriate words under the proper column heading after |
reading them, - o

The second instance also invo]ved vowel sounds as the instructional.
focus in both settings. In the classroom, students first engaged in an
activity in which they had to indicate the vowel sound contained as the
teacher held up a word card. They then sortéd word cards according to vowel
sounds and then completed a workbook page in wh1ch students underlined letters .
mak1ng the same vowel sounds within words. .In the remedial setting,
instruction focussed on a different 1etter~sound relationship found in a
vowel-consonant cluster. Students and,teacher pronounced 16 such words and
then the teacher dictated sentences containing these words with the student -
writing the sentences as dictated. Any misspelled target words.had to be
correctly written five times.

It is evident that while the specific skills addressed in the two

instructional settings in both of these instances were not congruent, the

particular reading strateqy addressed, namely phonic analysis of words, was -

14
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similar. The two instructional settingé often failed to provide same type of
1nstruct1on in terms of mater1als skill, or strategy on the same day. Since
our observat1ons were not on a concentrated day.after day basis, we lack a
full perspective on whether the remedial instruction was ejther reinforcement
of work wnich had previouslx been emphasized'in the glaésroom or - a J
“pre-introduction” of WOrk which would subsequently become the foens~0f | '
classroom instruction. Our interview data gave some 1ns1ght into th1s
notion. A1l teachers stressad the need for communication between c]assroom
and remedial teachers, but most indicated that more communication was needed
in order to plan optimal instruction for target students in both settings.
Often, teachers indicated a lack of clear understanding of the instructional
focus in the other setting.

Rased'upen the resu}tS'of theee observations, one must conclude that

..... - there were relatively few instances.of curricular congruence, regardless of

‘how we define it. We found simf]ar matenials employed in'both instructional
settings in less than one-quarter of the observations, while the same strategy .
was emphasized in both instructional settinas in less than one lesson in’
twenty. Our analysis also revealed that direct reading-activities were mone
often emphasized in remediai lessons than classroom lessons. although less
than half the remedial lessons contained such activities.

What classroom instruction do remedial students miss when they are reeeiving

remedial instruction? We elected to examine this issue because the current

literature is quite confusing in addressing the question. Since Chapter I
regulations mandate that remedial services "supplement not supplant" core

curriculum instruction several of the large scale evaluation projects have

o jattempted to address the issue of "what is missed". These projects studied
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'whether Chapter I students receive the same amount of core curr1cu1um

1nstruct1on as non-Chapter I students one aspect of the “supp]emont not
| supplant" prov1s1on. It has been generally reported that Chapter I
instruction tends to replace core curriculum instruction. Archambault and St.

Pierre (1980), for instance, report that in seven of the twelve districts they

examined;Chapter I students were not receiving core curriquum instruction in
_ reading/]anguoqe'arts in amounts' comparable to that offered non-Chapter I
students. L1kew1se, Lignon and Doss (1982) report, "the quantity of
dnstruct1on rece1ved by a Title I (Chapter I) student is not greater that the
quantity received by a non-Title 1 (Chapter 1) student..." (p. 3). Kimbrough
and Hi11 (1981) report the same findings. ‘ |

While there seems to be a qeneral consensus that many Chapter I
programs add 11tt1e-reqd1ng instructional time to the poor readers schoo] day,
.Wetactually know_very little about what these students do miss while they
receive their remedial'tnstruction. In addition, we were intrigued by the
data in an NIE report (1977) wh1ch indicated that one-th1rd of the Chapter I
students miss “no subject" as opposed to the 15-20% reported to miss SC1ence,
Social Stud1es or Readina/Lanquage Arts. It was difficult for.us to imagine
'students leeving the room and missing nothing. |
| To accumulate evidence on what students' miss in tne‘classroom
~instructional program while they receive remedial instruction we left one
observer in the reqular.classroom while another followed the.student'to_the'
remedial setting. The observer in the regular classroom systematically |
recorded the c]assroom activities that the remaining students engaged in while

other students received Chapter I instruction.. In two-thirds of the cases the

Chapter I students went to remedial 1nstruction while the classroom teacher:

16
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conducted other reading groups and monitored student independent seatwork.
The Chapter I students always met for group instruction in the classroom,

tybicé]]y before their remedial session. Thus, what they missed most often

was time to complete seatwork activities not, generally, group-or ihdividua] .

teacher difected idstruction. About a quarter of the'tfme, however, remediqf
students mtssed teacher-directed readinq of connected text or teaeher-directed
practice act~v1t1es. | | | o

From our observat1ons it seems that some of the previous results are
more interpretab]e. If students qo to remed1a1 reading dur1nq the1r c]assroom
seatwork time then no add1t1ona1 quantity of instruction is offered That is,
no add1t1ona1 time to enqaqe in 1earn1nq act1v1t1es related to reading
deve]opment are made avat]ab]e. However, the pOSS1b111ty exists that a
h1qher-qua11ty instruction is offered in the remedial class - particularly if
one compares the remedial 1nstruction to classroom seatwork. ~ Our remedial
students varied widely in their seatwork behavior. In nearly half of the
observation days a quarter or more of the remedial students were more 1ikely
to be off-task than purposefully engaged in academic. work during available
c]assfoom seatwork time.’ HoweVer, wide variation existed among students as
illustrated by the fbollowing aneedote.

One remedial student, Joe, had qreat difficulty in monitoring his
‘independent;work behaviors, Over a per1od of nearly 90 m1nutes of classroom
seatwork time Joe was coded as on- task for only 23 minutes, with one seven
minute period of this on-task the result of direct teacher monitoring at his

desk. DNuring an extended 55 m1nute seatwork period when he was to be

“completing math and lanquage arts a551qnments Joe was on~task for only eight -

short periods ranq1nq'from 1 to 4 minutes in lenath. He managed to comnlete
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15 oath probfems during this 13 minutes (of 55) of on-task behavior.
Interestingly, Joe was never coded as off-task durinq his small ‘group remedia]
period (n= 3) or small qroup (n=4) c]assroom reading group 1esson. These
sessions were 25 and 30 minutes long respectively. During remedial sessions
Joe sat next to the reading teacher and got much of her attent1on but d1d keep
work1nq a10nq.

Another remedial student, Jim, was never coded as off-task dur1nq the
: 90 minutes and managed to complete a11 assigned seatwork and remed1a1
assignments plus an add1t1ona1 remed1a1 worksheet compared to Joe's -
accomplishment. Jim seemed qu1te successfu] in comp]et1nq h1s seatwork, not
only did he.comp1ete it, he manaqed'to complete it ouwte accurate]ys Joé on
the other hand, neither completed his work nor was he particuiar]y successfu1
~with the small amount of work done. Jue seemed to need immediate verification
of respohses'in order to continue working and he was not prone to éftempt |
independent problem so]vinq; Ratoer, he‘requested assistance or stopped
working when assistance wasn't readily available. | s
Summary. Our data support most previous research in 1nd1cat1nq that
part1C1pat1nq in Chapter I normaT]y does not provwde students with additional:
time for read1nq instruction (A111nqton 1980; Archambau]t and St. P1erre{
1980). In fact 1ike Lignon and Doss (1982), our data soggestAthat_often the
travel time to Chapter I sites, the social greeting time and so on, eat away ' -
at instructional time such that Chapter I stodents may actually . have less time
available for instructional activities. We had thought it possible that
participating in Chapter I proorams might, however, substanfﬁa]ﬁy enhance the

guality of instruction even if quantity of instruction was decreased. What

remedial students most often miss when :hey leave is independent seatwork -
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time. If they received increased amounts of direct reading activities perhaps
the potent1a1 costs, in terms of t1me lost, could be effect1ve1y countered
Unfortunately, remed1a1 students d1d_not seem to rece1ve substantial amounts

of either direct instruction or teacher d1rectedvread]nq of connected text.

When considering effects on individual students it seems that some, like Joe,

may benefit since little academic work occurred during classroom seatwork time

in contrast to greater on-task efforts in the remedial setting. ‘For_other o
students, like Jim, the amount of academic uork he accomplished varied little
bydlocation. The time lost, 1n his case, through Chapter I part1c1pat1on may "
‘not have a pos1t1ve impact on his reading accomp11shment

How effect1ve does remedial 1nstruct1on seem? We exam1ne the issue of the

potential effect1veness of the remed1a1 instruction from a theoret1ca1 rather
than an empirical stance. We did not, for a var1ety of good reasons, attempt
to identify the achiavement outcomes of the classroom and remedial instruction
we observed. Instead, weﬁoffer'an evaluation of the instruction from a
general model of instructional effects based on both theory and .other
empirical studies of reading instruction and its effects (Rerliner, 1980; ; |
Léinhardt,'Cooley and Zigmond, 1981; Keisling, 1978; Anderson, Evertson and
Rrophy, 1979). | | |

" The importance of "t1me-to-1earn" is well documented. Less
well-known, however, is the conceptua]ization of reading difficu]ties_as'a
."time-to-tearn".problem which suqgests that'poor.readers simoly need
‘additional instructional and learning time (Johnston, Allington and
Afflerbach, 1985);. If reading difficulties are best described as a

"time-to-learn" problem, then it seems, based on our observations and’ others,

unlikely, that most remedial instruction will substantially effect achievement
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since 1ittle additional instructional or learhing time is made available.

"As research has continued to explore instructional efforts a few
V"1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es are con51stent1y reported to produce pos1t1ve effects
on aoh)evement. A quite general aspect of 1nstruct1ona1 env1ronments that_1s
correlated with achievement is "time-on-task". We found wide differences.
among the students we observed bbt,_in general, found little evidence that
remedial- instruction necessarily increased on-task behavior. In fact, if we
. consider travel time and social set‘up times for remedia]tinstru"tion"ds
"off- task" t1mes then remed1a1 students qenera]ly gain no substant1a1
increases 1n on-task time. We.assume, hased or1mar11y on the work of
Le1nhardt Z1qmond and Cooley (]981), that the amount of teacher directed
- reading of connected text with a comorehens1on emphasis was the single best
predictor of’improved‘reading. Thus; we attempted'to identify what proportion
of classroom_end remedial instructioh involved the students tn teacher
'directed reading of_connected text. We have no benchmark against which to
judge our findinas that about 10 percent.of the remedial instruction involved.
such readihg activities. However, if dtrect reading activities are as
important as earlier studies sugqest then remedial instruction would be more
effectiVelif greater proportions of tioe were allocated to teacher directed
readina of connected text with a comprehension emphasis (Zigmond, Va]]eeorsa
and Leinhardt, 1980). |

Finally, we have only theory and common sense to qutde us on the fssue
of curricular congruence and the potential eftects it might exert on
achievement. Nonetheless, we accept the proposition that remedial instruction

is most effectivevwhen it supports and extends learning in the core classroom

curriculum. We are unclear how best to measure congruence, but found a
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distinct lack of‘congrueot instruction regardless of how we attempted to
define it.  Thus it seems that the instruction we observed was less effective
than it might have;beeo had their been more coordination aod,"hence, greater
.’ congruence in the instruction offered in the two settinas,

ummarx; We observed many qood 1nstruct1ona1 sessions in both c]assrooms and
remedial rooms. We saw substantial progress in some ch11dren and no
-observable proqress in others. We saw no studen} whose problems.wére solved
in the sense that they-were returned to the reqular classroom with no furthe:
need of remed1a1 services. The problems we perce1ved were ofter
"orqan1zat1ona1" problems more than . 1neffect1veness on the part of individual
teachers. It seems that the remedial 1nstruct1on we observed could be
improved, some lessons substant1a11y. However, often the improvement will
necessarily stem from complete program redesign not just greater effort by

individual teachers,

.Conclusion.

| Even though Chapter I remedial reading programs have been in operetion
for two decades, we sti]]nknow little about the remedial {nstruction offered.
While the debate continues about the effectiveness of tois program, and
. remedial efforts in general (Cooley, 1981; .okney and P]unkett 1983), we do
seem‘to have agreement that 1ittle is actually known about what tvpes of
programs or instructional interventions ere most effective (Carter, 1984). We
see these deficiencies as truly disappointing. |

 The data gathered in our study provide-a preliminary view of the

nature of remedial reading. However, remedial programs vary widely, and while
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we feel we'captured much of this variation, there are obviously programs

. structured anq delivered differently from those we observed. FEach of the

programs we observed were offering needed and useful services but, v

imﬁortant]y, all could have been improved. Our observational data suggest

,sohe reasons why remedial programs may not be as effective as some supporters

ta

assume, e
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