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ABSTRACT
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Issues in Educating 'Disadvantaged' Students" (L. Moll); and (4)
"Review of Research on Curriculum and Instrucction in Literacy" (M.
Knapp and M. Needels). Part 2, "Toward Effective Curricula and
Instruction in Mathematics," contains the following chapters: (5)
"Good Teaching of Worthwhile Mathematics to Disadvantaged Students"
(A. Porter); (6) "Selected Issues for Studying the Mathematics
Education of the Disadvantaged" (W. Secada); (7) "Mathematics
Education, the Disadvantaged, and Large-Scale Investigation:
Assessment for Stability Versus Assessment for Change" (C. McKnight);
and (8) "Review of the Research on Effective Curriculum and
Instruction in Mathematics" (A. Zucker). Chapters in part 3, "Toward
Effective Instructional Strategies and Classroom Management," are the
following: (S) "Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students" (J.
Brophy); (10) "Classroom Tasks: The Core of Learning from Teaching"
{W. Doyle); (11) "Classroom Management and Instructional Strategies
for the Disadvantaged Learner: Some Thoughts Abou:t the Nature of the
Problem" (B. Neufeld); and (12) "A Review of Research on Effective
Instructional Strategies and Classroom Management Approaches" (H.
McCollum). Part 4, "Connections Between the (lassroom and the
School/Community Environment for Academic Instruction," consists of a
single paper (Chapter 13), entitled "A Review of Research on School
and Community Influences on Effective Curriculum and Instruction® (P.
Shields). Each chapter includes a list of references. (FHW)
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chapters, as part of the first report of the Study of Academic Instruction for
Disadvantaged Students, a three-year investigation of curriculum and instruction
in clementary schools serving high concentrations of poor children. The study is
being carricd out by SRI International in collaboration with Policy Studies
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the U.S. Department of Education.

The papers in this volume discuss the literature pertaining to (1) curriculum and
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(2) instructional strategics and classroom managemeat. A statement of themes,
based on the commissioned papers and review chapters, appears in a companican
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| EFFECTIVE LITERACY iNSTRUCTION FOR AT-RISK CHILDREN

Richard L. Allington, Ph.D.
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| EFFECTIVE LITERACY INSTRUCTION FOR AT-RISK CHILDREN

Disadvantaged children, the children of poverty, are at risk in our nation’s schools.
These children are those most likely to experience school failure and this school
failure, more often than not, involves literacy learning difficulties. These are the
children who travel predictable avenues once difficulties in maintaining on-schedule
literacy acquisition appear. These predictable avenues for poor children are retention
in grade, transition room placement, enrollment in remedial or special education
programy;, and placement in a “bottom track.” Travel on any of these avenues increases
the likelihood that one will never accomplish serious academic work, will leave school
before completion, will achieve parent status prior to age 18, and will be unemployed
as a yo.ng aduit. Children of poverty are more likely to travel these avenues than
other, more advantaged children and we can identify early in their school careers which
will travel the high road and which will travel the low.

In our work (e.g., Allington, 1983, 1986, 1989; Allington, Stuetzel, Shake, &
Lamarche, 1986; Allington & Johnston, 1986, 1989; Allington & McGill-Franzen,
19892 & b; Johnston, Allington, & Afflerbach, 1985; McGill-Franzen, 1987; Broikou,
Allington, & Jachym, 1989), we have examined the school experiences of poor
children, with a particular interest in those who participate in remedial and special
education programs. We have addressed the literacy instructional experiences of these
children across the school day and across school settings. We have concluded that few
schools have organized instructional resources such that children who need access to
larger amounts of high-quality instruction actually experience such accest. In other
words, the routine finding that remedial and special education interventions rarely
result in improved academic achievement (e.g., Birman, 1988; Ysseldyke, Thurlow,
Mecklenburg, & Graden, 1984; Slavir, 1987) is predictable given the design of most of
such instructional interventions. Too often, the instructional programs organized for
children of poverty reflected concern for providing the minimum amount of the least
expensive instruction allowed under federal and state program regulations (Allington
& McGill-Franzen, 1989b).

Our “plain vanilla” model of instructional efforts that facilitate the acquisition of
literacy abilities in at-risk children is very similar to the one proposed by SRI. I will
sketch the components, briefly report common findings about these components, and
present current problems to consider in examining the usefulness of the components in
the study of “effective literacy instruction.” I will also pose additional elements that
desarve inclusion in an expanded and more explanatory model.

Instructional Time

Instructional time allocated for literacy instruction is obviously important (Den-
ham & Lieberman, 1980; Kiesling, 1978; Wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974) but few instruc-
tional programs for disadvantaged (or low-achievement) children reliably increase
instructional time (e.g., Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989a; Birman, 1988; Haynes &
Jenkins, 1986; Ysseldyke et al., 1984; Zigmond, Vallecorsa, & Leinhardt, 1980). In
fact, schools with high concentrations of poor children routinely schedule significantly
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less literacy instructional time than schools with few poor childrer (Birman et al.,

1987). While it seems feasible that the small greup pullout instruction commonly

found in remedial and special education could increase allocated time, it rarely does.
It also seems feasible that smaller size of instruction groups in pullout settings could
resultin higher student engagement (thereby improving on the ¢lassroom setting). The
evidence, however, suggests that, compared to classroom instrustion, off-task behavior
is more frequent (or not substautially different) during pullout instruction in remedial
or resource rooms (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989a; Haynes & Jenkins, 1986).
Low-achieving students tend to be off-task more than higher-achieving peers, although
this often seems related to task difficulty or appropriateness {Gambrell, Wilson, &
Ganat, 1981).

Another way of summarizing this component is to note that there exists little
evidence to suggest that (1) schools with many poor children schedule more instruction-
al time for literacy lessons than schools with few poor children, (2) remedial or special
education programs are organized in ways that routinely enhance time allocated for
literacy lessons, and (3) the literacy instruction provided low-achievement learners is
differentiated in ways that improve on-task behavior,

More recently we have begun to consider an issue raised by Walter Doyle (1984)
in another school context. That is the issue of the length of the scheduled instructional
periods. It seems that small instructional time allocations (10-25 minutes) influence
enormously the type of instructional episodes and instructional tasks that teachers
select. A scheduled 30-minute remedial session actually involves about 20 minutes of
instructional time. During 20-minute instruction periods, different activities can be ac-
complished than in 60- to 9¢-minute periods (with 75 to 80 minutes for instruction).
Short periods seem conducive to small tasks, brief attempts at reading and writing,
literal or locate tasks rather than comprehension or composition tasks, However,
remedial and special education students have schedules that break their days into short
segments. Teachers and administrators seem to believe that these learners need short
scheduled periods (attention spans and such) and often plan one or more different ac-
tivities within these short periods.

There are several paradoxes in all this. First, we have the fixed-length school
day/year. If all students atiend school for the same amount of time, how do we find
more minutes for some students? Obviously, most schools have not designed “add-on”
(before-/after-school, summer school, Saturday school) programs. Most schools do not
seem to have any clear policy on what core curriculum instruction should be replaced

by the instructional support programs. Second, while at-risk student “attentional
problems” are frequently mentioned by instructioral staff and short segments of instruc-
tion are often scheduled, the relationship of the zctivity shifts to off-task behavior
seems unnoticed. Additionally, the possibility that these shorter periods result in lower-
level and less engaging tasks goes unnoticed. Finally, while “individuaiization” of in-
struction has been a key phrase in most educational interventions for at-risk learners,
one finds little evidence that instructional time allocations are related to individual
educational deficits (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989a; Thurlow, Ysseldyke, Graden,
& Algozzine, 1984) — children with greater lags in achievement are scheduled for no
more instruction than children with lesser lags.
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To end this discussion of instructional time I want to note that in our “plain vanil-
la” model we assume, after Carroll (1963), that by comparing the amount of time spent
with the amount of learning achieved, one can begin to estimate the varying rates of ac-
quisition of literacy by different children. This is, of course, a very crude indicator of
“opportunity” to learn, or “necessary orportunity.” This model also assumes that most
children receive a generally similar “plain vanilla” curriculum exposure. We have ar-
gued that some children will simply need access to larger amounts of instruction than
others, if we are to achieve that abpormal state of attainment of “average” rates of ac-
quisition by all (or more than half) of the learners. Simply put, unequal inputs could
produce more equal outcomes. However, we find that low-achiever children are
scheduled for fewer minutes of literacy instruction than their achieving peers and have
argued that instructional interventions that reduce instruction are odd strategies for en-
hancing achievement (Stanovich [1987] labels this the “Matthew effect,” the rich get
richer...).

In our more recent conceptualizing we have attempted to consider how one might
address the issue of “coherent blocks” of literacy instruction, that is, settings in whick
reading/writing/spellir.g/language tasks cohere, or hang together as a set of interrelated
activities. We suppose that coherent blocks facilitate literacy acquisition (see next sec-
tion) and have been addressing how an observer might note coherent blocks (as op-
posed to unrelated sets of tasks) that occur during reading/language arts instructional
time. In addition, out-of-school literacy experiences, especially voluntary reading
(Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988), have demonstrated effects on reading achieve-
ment and engagement in such activities seem related to school experiences, particularly
the emphasis on voluntary reading and the accessibility of appropriate books.

On the other hand, allocated and engaged time are slippery variables that we have
attended too heavily to (perhaps because counting minutes is easier than identifying
quality instruction). The most efficient way to resolve a learning difficulty is not to
double the amount of ineffective instruction.

Instructional Tasks

The first forays away from the experimental laboratory led us to consider differen-
ces in the instructional tasks experienced by members of “good” and “poor” reader
groups in classrooms (Allington, 1977, 1980, 1983, 1984). These reports focused on
two primary differences: distribution of orai and silent reading opportunities and dif-
ferences in text reading opportunities. The evidence indicated that poor readers were
most likely to be assigned round-robin oral reading in reading groups, while good
readers were more likely to be asked to read silently. The series of studies described
how teachers interrupted poor readers more often, asked poor readers fewer com-
prehension questions, and so on. From these data it was argued that poor readers
seemed to learn what was taught —and that what they were taught was fundamentally
different from what better readers were taught. We argued, for instance, that fun-
damental differences in the oral and silent reading processes and practices created two
fundamentally different types of readers—one grcup learned to read for personal pur-
poses with self-monitoring of meaning and the other learned to pronounce words aloud
while being monitored externally by their teacher or peers.
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More recently we have attempted to integrate that view with the position ex-
pressed by Walter Loyle (1986), that the academic tasks that children do are good in-
dicators of what they are likely to learn and the extension by Marx and Walsh (1988)
that the thinking children do during their academic work is the crux of the matter. Vir-
tually all analyses of the instructional experiences of low-achievement children portray
massive involvement in low-level task completion (e.g., Rowan, Guthrie, Lee, &
Guthrie, 1986; Cole & Griffin, 1986; Oakes, 1987; Rohwer, 1980). At the same time,
concern for the lack of “higher-order” and “critical thinking” abifities among at-risk
pupils is a national concern (Adanis, 1986). Our work has, like others, indicated that
comprehension is not often the focus of the literacy lessons of low-achievement
children and that reading or writing of extended texts rarely appears as academic work
in the lessons of these learners (Walmsley & Walp, in press).

In our earliest work, the importance of silent, comprehension-focused, extended
text reading was emphasized (Allington, 1977, 1980, 1984). As we initiated our whole
school day observations (Allington et al., 1986; Johnston et al., 1985), the issue of con-
gruence of curricula between classroom and instructional support programs emerged.
We argued that the common situation we encountered —low-achievement learners
working in two different, and often philosophically incompatible, literacy curricala in
the two settings — could not be supported with any existing theory or model of effective
teaching. Remedial and special education clients were more lik. 1y to have cognitive
confusion fostered (as opposed to cognitive clarity) as a result of this “planned fragmen-
tation” of the curriculum (Allington, 1989).

We have begun to address the issue of curricular coherence (rather than con-
gruence) across the literacy lessons in the regular education progzam, as wel’ as the
coherence in the lessons experienced in the regular and support programs {Allington,
1989). This coherence is not a new idea; a half-century ago it was called an “integrated
language arts” approach and more recently proponents of the “whole language”
philosophies have raised similar issues anew. Basically, coherence can be viewed as
planned arrays of literacy lessons that offer interreiated academic tasks, with the whole
language position emphasizing the primacy of experiences with extended texts for both
reading and writing instruction.

Currently, the common classroom literacy curriculum offers planned fragmenta.
tion. The curricular materials (which typically represent the intended curricula) for
reading, spelling, language arts, phonics, handwriting, and so on, present no interre-
lated conceptualization or instruction. In a typical school day learners work in a basal
reading series with brief text reading accompanied by several skill worktexts. The
academic work in these latter materials occupies larger proportions of the reading in~
structional experience than the time spent reading the stories in the. reader. Much has
been written about the incoherence inherent in basal reader materials (e.g., Anderson,
Brubaker, Alleman-Brooks, & Duffy, i$85; Beck, >AcKeown, Omanson, & Pople, 1984;
Osborn, 1984) —lessons that often are not comprised of interrelated activities. Less has
been written about the incoherence of the array of literacy lessons across several
literacy curricula found in most classrooms. As we have examined the literacy lessons
of the regular education program, the fragmentation of it sacy lessons is obvicus.
Word-level tasks, for instance, are found in reading, spelling, phonics, and language
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arts materials, but only by chance is there any relationship between these activities
across a school day. When one examines the additional curricular materials and
academic tasks presented low-achievement learners in remedial and special education
during that same instructional day, the fragmentation is simply enhanced.

We suppose that this fragmentation is not purposely designed to make literacy
learning difficult. However, we also suppose that such is the ultimate effect. Unfor-
tunately, there exists slim empirical evidence for such a conclusion, although the
revisions in several state curricula (e.g., California and New York) suggest that the
logic of coherent curricular approaches must be compelling. We do know that when
classroom and specialist teachers emphasize the same literacy skills in their instruction,
learner attainment of mastery of those skills is enhanced (e.g., Winfield, 1986) and we
have evidence in New York state that when ciassroom and remedial programs em-
phasize congruent skills and strategies, achievement improves (Bove, 1988). However,
such coordination occurs only when it is part ¢ - a plan (as opposed to spontaneous or
chance) and the collaboration necessary is not easily achieved (especially when in-
coherent curricula are mandated) in schools (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989b).

Our “plain vanilla” model of effective literacy instruction is now becoming a “hot
fudge sundae” model. We earlier emphasized allocations of instructional time and
engagement in teacher-directed silent reading of connected text, particularly. Current-
ly we are attempting to address the effects of coherent curricular plans for literacy in-
struction — plans that result in instruction that emphasizes text comprehension and
composition, especially extended texts (e.g., trade books, stories, articles, etc.). We
would focus on the “coherent blocks” of instruction noted earlier and on the relation-
ship between the academic tasks that occupy children during these blocks. It is ouryet
unexamined hypothesis that at-risk children will benefit substantially from planned sets
of instructional activities that foster awareness of the interrelationships across various
literacy tasks (Walmsley & Walp, in press). In other words, we argue that at-risk
children have the least tolerance for the fragmentation that currently dominates the
literacy instruction across the school day.

Concerns about the lack of effectiveness of the various categorical programs, in
part a result of the curricular fragmentation and interference between regular educa-
tion and instructional support programs (Allington & Johnston, 1989), have led to a
variety of proposals for the reformulation of the current plethora of federal and state-
funded efforts to enhance the academic achievement of at-risk learners. The regular
education initiative (Wang, Reynolds,& Walberg, 1988; Gartner & Lipsky, 1987)
proposes a merger of regular, remedial, and special education (for the two-thirds who
are mildly handicapped) into a coherent system of instructional support. The pilot
“unified” support programs (Jenkius, Pious, & Peterson, 1989) in Washington state
treat all academic difficulties through a unified system, combining regular, remedial,
special, and migrant education support efforts into a single comprehensive effort. The
New York “congruence” model for state-funded remedial and Chapter 1 programs, the
California School-Based Program Coordination Act, and revisions in guidelines for the
Chapter 1 Whole School Projects all evidence policymakers’ interest in moderating, if
not eliminating, the fragmentation and segregation inherent in categorical programs
today. We would go a step further, beyond “procedural” coordination to




“instructional” and “philosophical” coordination within a school district (Idol, West, &
Lloyd, 1988; Walp & Walmsley, 1989).

Such efforts would result in intended curricula that were philosophically com-
patible. This would result in an instructional staff that adhered to a common “point of
view” about literacy learning-. Philosophical and instructional coherence should result
in an instructional plan that was also coherent across schools within a district, across
classrooms and settings in a school (grade 2, Chapter 1, resource room, bilingual, etc.),
and across a schcol career. This may be too much to ask of our schools, especially in
the near term. On the other hand, schools today vary in their proximity from this
“ivory tower” standard. Some schools have different and incompatible mandated cur-
ricula for regular, remedial, special, and bilingual education literacy efforts. Others
offer far less fragmentation and interference.

Some schools have segregated staffs for regular, remedial, special, and bilingual
education. Others offer far more integrated efforts. If Moore and his colleagues are
correct (1981), and our experience suggests they are, such differences reflect different
plans developed in central administrative offices, rather than differences in schools, per
se.

A final concern with instructional tasks involves the long-standing notion of “in-
dividualization” of instruction. Individualization has long held a position of primacy in
discussions of interventions with low-achievement learners, regardless of category. On
the other hand, few reliable effects for individualization have been reported in school-
based research (e.g., Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, 1981). In a recent careful
cuiticulum analysis, McGill-Franzen and Allington (in press) examined what “in-
dividualization” might mean for remedial and special education students. She con-
cluded that individualization often meant working alone on low-level skills tasks. What
it did not mean was individually appropriate instructional interactions or tasks. She
characterized the remedial and resource room instruction as “routinized” (much like
classroom instruction), wherein the learners had to adapt to another teacher’s routine.
She found little evidence of differentiation of support instructional tasks by difficuity,
task focus, or classroom curricula. What she did find was children in support programs
spending much time working alone (an odd form of individualization for the least able
pupil).

In working through this issue we have puzzled over which features of academic
tasks one should attend to when making judgements of “appropriateness.” We have not
found much guidance in earlier research efforts. It does seem that issues of task dif-
ficulty, curricular coherence, task quality, and so on need consideration. So too we
would argue for individual instructional interactions between the teacher and the
learner. We do know that some individualized programs do promote literacy acquisi-
tion (e.g., Boehulein, 1986; Clay, 1983; Lyons, 1987), but we are unsure of the contribu-
tion of the 1-to-1 teacher/student ratio (as opposed to other factors).

Fraatz (1987) notes the “paradox of collective instruction” —that we teach each
child similarly to ensure equity, but must teach each differently to assure individualiza-
tion. She points out that individualization must differentiate between issues such as dif-
ferences (more/less, preferred, etc.) in time allocated to different students, differences
in instructional interactions, differences in curricula, differences in social interactions,




etc. At what point does “individualization” become discrimination (Lightfoot, 1973)?
Much of what is done to low-achievement children in schools is done in the name of
«;ndividual needs,” but less of this addresses an individual child’s needs than we might
expect. To address the issue of effective instruction we must sort out appropriate in-
dividual instructional differentiation from the wealth of instructional differences that
emerge across a school day.

instructional interactions

In our “plain vanilla” model we attempted a broad dichotomization of teacher in-
structional focus on “word and accuracy” vs. “text and comprehension.” We attempted
to record, in our fieldnotes, instances of “strategic explanation” (Duffy, Roehler, &
Rackliffe, 1986b) as opposed to simple procedural directions or assignment of tasks
without instruction. It became clear that a word- and sentence-level focus dominated
tasks for at-risk children and that explicit teaching was a rare occurrence (Allington et
al., 1986; Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989a). At-risk children spent the vast majority
of their school day working alone on low-level tasks such that it seemed that their
teachers believed that completing the materials would resolve the difficulty (and that
they could complete these tasks without instruction).

However, our attempts at capturing important features of instructional interac-
tions was not particularly satisfying. When we had audiotape (or video) recordings of
the instructional session paired with the fieldnotes, observational data, and copies of
the curricular materials in use, we could better address the issues of concern. But even
here we were «ften left with no good idea of teacher intention or rationale for their be-
haviors. Shake (1984) used videotapes of instructional sessions as a stimulated recall
procedure in an attempt to tap the intentionality of various instructional moves. But
linking these data to other information gathered across observational sessions is dif-
ficult, indeed. We have been interested in this because we are convinced by the work
of Duffy and his colleagues (1986a & ) that what teachers explain (and how successful-
ly) is critical to the learning of at-risk learners. These children seem less likely than
other children to incidentally acquire the knowledges, conventions, and strategies of
fluent reading and writing.

This issue is under some substantial current reconsideration as a result of two
lines of argument —arguments that pull in opposite directions, it seems. On the one
hand we have the current press for “whole language” programs and “process” ap-
proaches to writing (e.g., Altwerger, Edelsky & Flores, 1987; Cambourne & Turbill,
1987; Smith, 1981). Proponents of these positions have much to offer those interested
in effective education of at-risk children. They are undoubtedly correct in the assertion
that the carrent fragmentation and the lack of authentic literacy experiences work
against the best interests of these children. On the other hand, proponents of the view
have been criticized (Delpit, 1986, 1988) for what critics see as a too casual approach
to teaching. Delpit makes the argument along social class and ethnic group lines—
arguing that such approaches can work successfully with children from families of the
“culture of power” (basically white middle-class children), but that these approaches
are not successful with children outside that cultural group.
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We are troubled unexpectedly, for we had, Dy and large, rejected previous process-
product findings that suggested different teaching strategies were more effective with
at-risk populations (Johnston ot ai., 1985; Allington & Johuston, 1989). We had
rejected these findings because they were relatively rare, not particularly powerful (or
reliable), and the findings fit no good theory of either learning or instruction. More
recently, though, reports of differences (among Native American populations primari-
ly) in effective inst.uctional methods with differing cultural groups have been appear-
ing with some ~egularity (e.g., Au & Jordan, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981; Michaels &
Collins, 1984; +hillips, 1983; Earnhardt, 1982; Cazden, 1/88) and now Delpit (1988) ar-
gues so persuasively. Her voice seems supported, at least in part, by Comer (1988),
who argues that previous efforts in the design of “effective” schools for the disad-
vantaged concentrated too exclusively on curriculum and instruction and not enough on
“cultural incongruities.” Cummins (1986) also notes the disabling effects of repetitive
social interactions during instructional sessions, but discusses the disabling charac-
teristics of the current structured and fragmented learning experiences. His position is
that the current fecus on curriculum and instruction deflects attention from more fun-
damentai concerns about educational interventions.

Our “plain vanilla” model is obviously unable to address such issues. We are, how-
ever, convinced that explicit explanation is necessary, that enormous !earner invoive-
ment in reading and writing of extended texts with a focus on meaning making is
critical, that coherence across instructional tasks and settings facilitates and eases the
acquisition of literacy. We are also convinced that the communicative interactions that
occur during the school day between teachers and children, and between children, are
powerful determinants of the effective schooling.

These issues need serious attention in any study of effective schools, particularly
effective schools for the children of poverty and children of color. Traditional process-
product instrumentation seems insufficient to the task, as ha ’e our more naturalistic
attempts. Careful analysis of dialogue, teacher and student cognition, motive, respon-
sibility, independence, choice, and other aspects of teaching and learning need to be ad-
dressed. Operationalization and instrumentation must not be biased toward locating a
restricted set of teacher or student behaviors presumed related to effective instruction
(Gage & Needels, 1989). For instance, drawing a picture could be considered an off-
task behavior during reading/writing time, but the activity could also be “scaffolding”
(McGill-Franzen & Allington, in press) for reading or writing, or demonstration of
comprehension after reading. Likewise, silent reading of a bock can be considered
seatwork, independent practice, or a literary experience. Does it matter whether the
book is assigned or self-selected? Whether there is a standard assignment sheet to
complete after each chapter? Does it matter whether writing or vocabulary activities
later in the day are related to this text? Does it matter whether the reader presents the
book to her teacher, or her classmates? Does it matter whether the teacher and child
explore “wonderful ideas” from the book (Duckworth, 1987)? Does minority status,
poverty status, or low-achievement status have some added importance in such
situations?
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Understanding Effective Programs

Given the common findings concerning educa  nal programs for at-risk learners,
we have been interested in developing a better unde tanding of how such programs
came to exist (and, conveisely, why goocw p.ople so ov.en create ineffective programs).
Ron Edmonds’ work provided scme basic insights, as did the work of Don Moore and
his colleagues. Edmonds provided information on school-level issues, while Moore’s
work addressed districi-level issues. These works and others (Levine & Leibert, 1987;
Ligon & Doss, 1982; Vanecko, Ames, & Archambault, 1980) helped us understand the
opportunities and constraints that operate ot 0se who work in schools.

However, my candidate for the most influential factor s, very simply, district com-
mitment to the effective education of all children—the poor, the handicapped, the
minority, those different from the mainstrcam. We have discussed various potential
measures (e.g., local funds spent on remedial or special education compared to local
funds spent on football team or advanced placement classes or new office furniture,
atc.), but have found none fully satisfactory. Yet, toc often we left a school district
with the distinct feeling that local commitment extended only as far as applying for ex-
ternal funding for categorical programs. We found districts that had seemingly learned
to optimize fiscal returns through excessive labeling, cross-subsidy, and triple- or quad-
ruple-dipping into various external education pots for individual children. In these dis-
tricts, though, children who earned money from multiple sources were typically served
by only one (and often excluded from regular education instruction) and even then
they were provided the minimum service required, not the services needed to resolve
the difficulty.

To advance effective instructional practices for at-risk children we must do more
than describe the features of the classroom and the curriculum. We must describe how
those effective programs evolved and how they are maintained. We do know that sig-
nificant and enduring change is difficult in schools. We know that offering five simple
platitudes is insufficient. A model for investigating effective academic instruction must
include multiple components that attempt to tease out the “hows” of implementation
and sustenance.

For instance, McGill-Franzen (1987) notes the effects of fiscal incentives/disincen-
tives in state regulations on the distribution of enrollments in various categorical
programs — especially intriguing is the apparent shift of 1.5 million children from Chap-
ter 1 to the learning disabled special education category. We observed districts where |
20% or more of the population was identified as handicapped and comparable districts
where fewer than 5% were so identified. We studied districts where the Chapter 1
clients all had scores above the 40th percentile and others where the same program
only served children who fell below the 23rd percentile. We have observed learning
disabled populations with reading achievement equal to or better than the district
Chapter 1 student achievement and others where these two populations differed more |
substantially. Like Kimbrough & Hill (1981), we observed cross-subsidization, but
usually the subsidy went from externally funded programs to locally funded programs. \
On the other hand, we worked in a district that literally doubled the federal and state |
funds available with local contributions to support remedial and special education
programs.
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Local commitment is observable in other ways as well, but we found it perhaps
most obvious in the interviews with local administrators and teachers. Edmonds wrote
of “high expectations”; we have found it useful to examine attributions for success or
failure of students. Winfield’s (1987) study of urban teachers is instructive here. She
found attribution varied on two dimensions: possibility and accountability. Her
teachers reported *hat either (1) these children could be expected to learn to read or
not, and (2) the teacher reported it was or was not her responsibility to teach these
children to read. Not surprisingly, those teachers who believe in and accept respon-
sibility for children’s learning are more likely to teach, and teach well. In one of our
scnools, for instance, two-thirds of the classroom teachers reported that the “primary
responsibility for reading instruction” of Chapter 1 students was assigned to the Chap-
ter 1 pullout teachers (these Chapter 1 teachers assigned responsibility to the class-
room teachers, though). Likewise, 90% of the classroom teachers felt that the special
education teacher had primary responsibility for the reading instruction of learning dis-
abled mainstreamed children. These children routinely received less instruction and
qualitatively inferior instruction compared to their peers. The teachers attributed the
learning failure to family or child deficits even in the face of the evidence on instruc-
tional quantity and quality.

When a building principal disavowed responsibiiity for (and/or knowledge of) the
Chapter 1 and special education instruction (“You’ll have to ask Bill about that, that’s
his ballpark, not mine”), we usually found a segregated support program and a regular
education staff less than wholly committed to resolving the learning failures of at-risk
children. When district and building administrators attributed learning difficulties to
parents, homes, or deficits in children (attention problems), we have found a similar
response from the teachers. When district administrators responsible for the various in-
structional programs (regular education, Chapter 1, special education, bilingual) have
little shared knowledge about the programs they each lead, principals and teachers typi-
cally reflect this situation in their admitted ignorance (“I don’t really have any idea of
what they do in that program”).

The importance of discovering the district plan or plans is best demonstrated by
our assertion that most teachers we observed were simply following the district plan
(Allington & McGill-Franzen, 1989a). That is, when the district plan produced four
separate and incompatible commercial reading/language arts materials, most teachers
offered an incoherent array of instructional tasks drawn from these materials. When
the district plan mandated a different and incompatible curricular approach to reading
in remedial or special education, teachers followed that mandate, When districts at-
tempted to maximize external funding, teachers referred many children for inclusion in
special programs. On the other hand, when district plans called for coherent and col-
laborative approaches to remedial and special education, teachers offered the same.
When districts included literature in their reading curricujum and made appropriate
materials available, teachers used them. When books were unavailable, but workbooks
and xerox machines were available, teachers filled up the day with low-level paper/
pencil tasks,

This latter issue may deserve expansion. We have proposed an “accessibility”
hypothesis to account for much of the teacher curricular choices we have observed
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(Jachym, Allington, & Broikou, in press). In this anelysis we had district personnel es-
timate seatwork costs for reading/language arts materials. We aggregated costs of
workbooks, spelling books, phonics books (whatever commercial seatwork material was
purchased), and also the costs involved in reproducing seatwork materials (copying
equipment and supplies, maintenance contracts, personnel costs in duplicating, etc.).
The variation between districts was substantial, as was the average cost per student
($38 to $105 per child with an average of $53.50). However, school administrators typi-
cally estimated $8-$12 per student! The district with the highest concentration of poor
children spent the most, even though we were continually told how little money was
available to support instruction (the expenditure was approximately three times that of
the two smallest expenditure districts).

When district plans, intended or accidental, make resources accessible to support
certain activities, one should not be surprised to see those activities. The point here is
one that Barr and Dreeben (1984) have addressed far more elegantly —that decisions
made at other levels do have enormous potential for constraining the actions of
teachers. Our point is even more direct—mos: teachers we have observed spend their
days doing exactly what they believe those in charge want them to do. Good plan or
bad —teachers follow the plan (or, in the absence of any agreed-upon plan, they invent
their own—a more common case for remedial and special education teachers).

Another aspect of district plans is the use of various moves to keep achievement
standards artificially high. For instance, one district used combinations of exclusion
from kindergarten, retention in grade, and transition room or special education place-
ment in such a way that only about one-third of the children finished grade 3 on
schedule (the others were given the “gift of time”). Grade 3 is where the first state
competency testing began. In the district mentioned earlier with an excess of 20% of
the students classified as handicapped, only the higher-achieving 80% of the students
reported scores on the state exams (the handicapped student scores do not have to be
included in the district report). In both these cases the “average” achievement levels
reported were blatantly manipulated to make the schools look more effective. These
are obviously more subtle methods than providing students with the answers and
probably just as successful in achieving the intended goal—a better aggregate score
reported to the commumnity.

Thus one must be concerned about how “effective” schools and teachers are iden-
tified. Are schools, or teachers, that retain large numbers of children more effective
than those who retain none? One might expect the former to present better average
achievement levels by grade. Are schoois or teachers who refer large numbers of
children into special education more effective than those who identify few? Again, the
former will present better “gains” for the regular education program. Are schools with
higher test scores but lower parental satisfaction ratings more effective than schools
with a different pattern? Are schools with higher achievement test scores but with few
students who voluntarily engage in book reading more effective than schools that ex-
hibit lower test scores but substantially higher levels of voluntary reading? Are stand-
ardized tests acceptable substitutes for wholistic evaluations of reading and writing
abilities?
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Conclusions

Previous efforts to capture the attributes of “effective” instruction have been nar-
rowly cast and, ultimately, provided narrow answers. Effectiveness must be cast more
broadly than group achievement test scores, although obviously these will play some
role. However, whatever the role, one must examine what part of the expected school
population is included in the tested pool (“expected” meaning age group cohorts includ-
ing those left back, sent out, classified, etc.). Beyond standardized testing, I would
argue that voluntary reading data, wholistic assessments of real reading and writing, sur-
veys of parental satisfaction, and an analysis of the progress of all individuals toward
academic goals are necessary data to be considered.

Earlier efforts also cast instruction narrowly and largely ignored curriculum. I
have proposed a number of aspects of instruction that have been previously underem-
phasized and have suggested that instruction seems intricately linked to the curriculum
of choice (or mandate). We have proposed an “accessibility” hypothesis to account for
much of the variation (or sameness) found between schools. Because “individualiza-
tion” has played such a central role in discussions of effective instruction for low-
achievement learners (even though a small empirical base exists), clear criteria for
describing instruction must be developed. A central problem will be that of defining
“appropriateness” of instructional activities outside of an analysis of teacher intention.

The nature of the academic work that children do must be described satisfactorily,
as must the texts that they use (or create) in completing this work. The interrelation-
ship of the tasks across a school day (or week) must be considered, especially given con-
cern for curricular coherence. Langer and Applebee (1987) suggest that reading
shapes writing and vice versa, and that writing shapes learning from reading. In order
to examine any of the several potential hypctheses about the nature of integrated
literacy curricula, it will be necessary to produce far better descriptions.

We must be concerned how schools found to be effective emerged in the educa-
tional community and whether they can be sustained. Our work has suggested the
centrality of district-level plans rather than school or classroom-level efforts, especially
in the literacy learning experiences of children who participate in remedial and special
education programs. While principals and teachers are obviously important players,
these participants seem to follow district-level plans more often than they create uni-
que school or individual plans (although one does see such principals and teachers).
This position is similar to that expressed by Barr and Dreeben (1984) and Moore,
Hde, Blair, and Weitzman (1981) and points to the need to understand the influence
of district-level constraints and opportunities and school and classroom behavior.

Finally, literacy learning activity of disadvantaged children is invariably nested in
layers of federal and state constraints and opportunities. Different state education
agencies will structure such constraints and opportunities differently and these varia-
tions must be documented along with the effect on local design (e.g., New York’s Con-
gruence Initiative, California’s Reading/Language Arts Framework, Ohio’s Statewide
Reading Recovery Implementation, etc.).
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II MODIFYING READING INSTRUCTION TO MAXIMIZE ITS
EFFECTIVENESS FOR “DISADVANTAGED” STUDENTS

We think that reading instruction for all children—including those children who
have been labeled “at-risk” or “disadvantaged” —should focus on the development of
comprehension strategies. In this paper, we will briefly describe the type of reading in-
struction that all too frequently is provided to low-achieving students in American
schools. Then we will discuss why a comprehension focus —more specifically a focus
on the development of comprehension strategies—is most important and how it is dif-
ferent from much currently available instruction. Finally, we will suggest strategies,
techniques, and, in some cases, models that we think help students reason about what
they read. Within this framework, we will identify issues that are especially relevant to
the teaching and learning of children who have been labeled “at-risk” or “disad-

~vantaged.”

The Current Situation

Classroom research has documented the influence of basal reading programs on
elementary reading instruction (Durkin, 1978-79; Fisher et al., 1978; Hatch & Bondy,
1984; Mason & Osborn, 1982). A common characteristic of most basal programs is
that they attempt to reduce the complexity of learning to read by decomposing the
“process” into a series of discrete and isolated skills. Although children may become
proficient at performing these discrete tasks, this does not necessarily mean that they
will become proficient readers. In fact, cne reason that children without extensive ex-
posure to print prior to formal schooling may fail at reading is that the instructional
focus on discrete tasks does not foster an understanding of what reading is all about
(see Teale & Sulzby, 1986).

Current theoretical views of reading comprehension do not support a discrete
skills perspective. The discrete skills assumptions of current basal programs hearken
back to theoretical positions characteristic of the task analytic (see Gagne, 1965) and
mastery learning (see Bloom, 1968; Carroll, 1963) traditions of the 1960s (see Pearson
& Raphael, in press, or Pearson, Dole, Duffy, & Roehler, in press, for discussions of
this movement). Even though the most recent entries into the basal market differ sub-
stantially from their predecessors, vestiges of the task analytic and mastery learning
traditions are still seen in the pre- and posttests that dictate when an individual student
is to study a particular skill, receive more practice, or move on to another skiil.

In such systems some students, particularly low achievers, never reach the skills at
the higher end of the continuum because they continue working on unmastered “basic”
skills at the lower end. Or, as Stanovich’s (1986) “Matthew” effect has been colloquial-
ly interpreted, “them that has, gits.” Dreeben’s (1987) research, in particular, has
revealed that the differential performance of black children as compared to white
children frequently is determined by the amount of time spent on reading, the richness
of the curricular material covered, and the appropriate matching of instiuction to the
| ability level of the children.
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Reviews of research related to the reading of at-risk students also suggest that it is
not uncommon for low-achieving students to receive reading instruction where the em-
phasis is on decoding and not on comprehension (Allington, 1983; Garcia, Jimenez, &
Pearson, 1988). Collins (1982) documented this finding in a study in an integrated first-
grade classroom in California and in a third-grade black classroom in Chicago. In both
classrooms, children in the low groups received far less instruction and practice in read-
ing comprehension than did those in the high groups. Similar findings were discovered
by Moll, Estrada, Diaz, and Lopes (1980) when they compared the reading instruction
given to Spanish-English bilingual children ir: both Spanish and English. However, in
this case, even children who were in the high and middle Spanish reading groups did
not receive much comprehensic 1 instruction in their English reading classes. Instead,
their English teachers emphasized decoding activities because they misinterpreted the
children’s non-native pronunciation as a symptom of decoding problems.

The point is that teachers may tend to delay or de-emphasize comprehension in-
struction for some children because they misinterpret their less-than fluent oral read-
ing of standard English as evidence that they are not ready to understand text. Despite
strong warnings, based upon considerable sociolinguistic research, not to interpret a
nonstandard dialect as a language deficit (Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1987; Torrey,
1983; Troutman & Falk, 1982), some teachers still misinterpret black children’s use of
Black English Vernacular as evidence of a decoding problem (Burke, Pflaum, &
Krale, 1982; Cunningham, 1976-77).

Ircnically, what little evidence we have about intervention programs for low-
achieving primary-level first- and second-language readers demonstrates that increased
access to a wide range of reading materials, in comparison to conventional programs,
improves performance on both comprehension and decoding tasks (Elley & Mangub-
hai, 1983; Feitelson, & Goldstein, 1986). On the other hand, empirical investigations
that have tried to improve the comprehension of poor readers in the upper primary
grades through extensive decoding training have had mixed results. Blanchard (1980)
reported improved literal and inferential comprehension performance of a sample of
poor sixth-grade readers as a consequence of teaching them to read all the words that
were in the experimental passages. However, in a study with fourth- and fifth-grade
poor readers, Fleisher, Jenkins, and Pany (1979-80) found that while explicit decoding
training improved the children’s passage decoding, it did not improve their passage
comprehension. A major limitation of these studies is that they involve teaching poor
readers how to decode every new word that they encounter, a rather prohibitive task
that contradicts our current knowledge about the generative naiure of language acquisi-
tion. Such studies also do not present children with the type of literacy exposure that
they need to begin to understand the functions and features of written Zanguage and to
- move from cognitive confusion about written language to cognitive clarity (Downing,

1976, 1986).

Given the current description of reading instruction at the elementary level, it
should not be surprising that one of the findings of the National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress (Applebee, Langer, & Mullis, 1987) was that most children and young
adults are able to decode and comprehend simple text but that only small percentages
of both are able to reason about what they read and write. Even more alarming is the
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finding that minority children perform considerably poorer than their Anglo counter-
parts as early as fourth grade. It is with these findings in mind that we recommend that
all children, regardless of their level of skills m.stery, receive reading instruction that
will foster and promote the development of comprehension strategies.

The Comprehension Focus

Current views of reading, variously termed interactive, strategic, schema-theoretic
or social-cognitive, suggest that quality reading instruction for all children should focus
on the development of comprehension strategies from the outset of children’s school-
ing. Based on empirical research in cognitive psychology and the psychology of lan-
guage, this view suggests that readers are involved in a recursive search for meaning.
Throughout this search, they deploy their own knowledge in concert with perceptions
from the text and context to create a dynamic interpretation.

Each of these influences is multidimensional. Factors within the reader include
knowledge of the topic, reading skills, and reasoning strategies. Factors within the text
include remnants of the author’s biases, goals, and intentions (see Winograd & Bridge,
1986) as well as structural characteristics, graphic characteristics, and adjunct aids. Fac-
tors within the context include the environment in which we read or learn to read; cul-
tural values that reflect our ethnic, religious, and national identities; and specific
purposes we develop for particular tasks.

Although contextual factors have not typically been highlighted as sources of in-
fluence in the reading process, findings from cross-cultural studies have indicated that
our values affect not only how we determine levels of importance but also how we
group information into categories (Lipson, 1983; Reynolds, Taylor, Steffenson, Shirey,
& Anderson, 1982; Steffensen, Joag-Dev, & Anderson, 1979). When subjects read text
that is culturally familiar, they read it faster, remember more of it, and make fewer
comprehension errors. Similarly, the purposes for which children read, how their inter-
actions with text are shaped, and the settings in which they do it are contextual factors
that influence how they construct mearing (Bloome & Green, 1982; Cazden, 1985;
Teale, 1986).

Expert as well as novice readers participate in this interactive process in which
these three clusters of influence —reader, text, and context—converge to permit the
construction of meaning. However, readers may operate at different levels of sophis-
tication and may differ not only in the types of strategies that they use but also in their
awareness of what they are doing. In other words, all readers are predisposed to try to
make sense of the texts we ask them to read, but some readers have better tools, can
use the tools they have more adaptively and flexibly, and can apply those tools to more
challenging texts.

Compreiension Strategies: Building a Curriculum

Ta1e evsd2nce available suggests that low achievers do not get the same access to
comprehension instruction and activities that is afforded higher achievers. At the same
time, we have argued that what is presented to any and all in our current curricula is
not as thoughtful or helpful as it conld be. It’s like saying that the apple is rotten to
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begin with, and, to make matters worse, these kids don’t even get their share of that rot-
ten apple. What should be our curriculum for low-achieving students, or, for that mat-
ter, for all students?

To answer this question, we decided to rely on a recent effort by Pearson, Dole,
Duffy, and Roehler (in press). They present several interrelated strategies that they
think should comprise the scope of reading comprehension instruction in the class-
room. Their claim is that these strategies are derived from research studies that have
tried to document the nature of “expert” reading. The logic that guided their search is
that one way of determining curricular goals is to learn what it is that characterizes the
successful performance of experts.

Their choice of the term strategies as opposed to skills is a deliberate one. In
their discussion, they note that the term skills is too closely tied to tiie hierarchical se-
quencing of commercial reading programs and, therefore, associated with the repeated
practice of isolated activities with small units of text. The use of the term strategy, on
the other hand, connotes a flexible plan that is under the conscious contro! of the
reader. Strategy is associated with the reasoning processes that readers use tc make
sense of text. It includes a metacognitive emphasis and reflects the adaptive nature of
the comprehending process.

The goal of strategy implementation is to “set in motion the learning processes
which lead to expert performance” (Resnick, 1984, p. 443). Pearson and his colleagues
eschew the notion of scope and sequence. Instead, they argue for strategies that may
te used at any level. What changes over time is the facility with which the readers
employ these strategies and the type of content to waich they apply them.

The first strategy is determining importance. It is more than finding the main
idea, but it surely includes attempts .o find main-ideas. In addition to reader-deter-
mined importance (see Williams, 1986a, 1986b; Tierney & Cunningham, 1984;
Winograd & Bridge, 1986), the reader reeds to denve from the text what the author
must have considered important in setting pen to paper in the first place. In order to
do this, the good reader relies on general world knowledge and domain-specific
knowledge, text structure knowledge, and knowledge of author biases, intention, and
goals (see Afflerbach, 1986; Resnick, 1984; Winograd & Bridge, 1986).

In the classroom, this would mean that a teacher would focus on more than asking
students to locate the main idea of a paragraph. The latter emphasis typically con-
centrates on text structure knowledge —how to use key words, phrases, graphics, sum-
marizing statements, text organization, and other surface-level cues to determine what
is important in the text. Along with Pearson et al., we think that it is more helpful for
the teacher, as an expert language user, to demonstrate and delineate the varied
strategies and sources of information that she relies on to figure out what is important
for her, as the reader, to glean and remember from the text. Through a think-aloud
procedure she could show students how she utilizes general world knowledge, domain-
specific knowledge, knowledge about the author’s purposes, and iext structure
knowledge. This type of procedure moves students beyond a strictly “literal” inter-
pretation of the text to one that requires them to think and reason about what they
have read.
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The second strategy is synthesizing information across large units of text in order
to create summaries. The empirical work on summary training is quite encouraging.
Working with students from middle school to college level, Browa and Day (1983;
Brown, Day, & Jones, 1983) have successfully taught students to create text summaries
by using five strategies: (a) deleting irrelevant information from a paragraph, (b) delet-
ing redundant information from a paragraph, (c) creating a superordinate label for a
list of things or actions, (d) locating topic sentences for paragraphs and knowing when
it is appropriate to use them, and (e) creating topic sentences when none exist in order
to “cover” a segment o1 the text.

While research has suggesied that children’s abilities to perform these summariz-
ing operations may be developmentally linked (see Brown & Day, 1983), Palincsar and
Brown (1984, 1986) have incorporated some of these op¢ 1tions into their successful
reciprocal teaching approach with poor comprehenders at the fifth- and sixth-grade
level. Their approach teaches students to apply four strategies to any text they read by
(a) summarizing it, (b) asking a few questions that get at what is important in the text,
(c) clarifying any parts that proved difficult to understand, and (d) predicting what the
author will taik about next. An important feature of their approach is that students are
encouraged to share how they are constructing meaning from text. So, now instead of
just having the teacher as a model, the students begin to view each other as models.

Like so many other strategies that are intended to be highly adaptable, synthesiz-
ing may lend itself less to rules and decomposition and more to modeling and guided
practice. Teachers could demonstrate how to synthesize by first utilizing the think-
aloud demonstration we previously discussed and, secondly, by relying on the techni-
ques used in the reciprocal teaching program of Palincsar and Brown (1984, 1986).

The third strategy in the Pearson et al. scheme is drawing inferences. Even very
young children can and do use their prior knowledge to make inferences about what
they read (Kail, Chi, Ingram, & Danner, 1977). Instructional studies conducted by
Pearson and his colleagues have demonstrated that children as young as second grade
can benefit from teachers’ guidance designed to improve their inferencing abilities (see
Hansen, 1981; Hansen & Pearson, 1983; Pearson, 1985; Raphael & Pearson, 1985).

In helping to develop this strategy, teachers can begin by making chiidren aware
of many of the inferences that they automatically make while reading. For instance, in
the Kail et al. (1977) study, the children read sentences such as: “Mary was playing in
a game. She was hit by abat.” The children had no difficulty in drawing the inference
that Mary was playing baseball even though the game of baseball is not mentioned in
the sentences.

Teachers can also demonstrate how to use clues from the text along with back-
ground knowledge to answer different types of inferential questions. G. Garcia’s
(1988) research with second-language children enrolled in fifth- and sixth-grade class-
rooms indicated that these children primarily relied on a literal interpretation of the
text to answer inferential questions. If children are to learn from what they read, then
they need to know how to answer textually explicit and implicit questions as well as
scriptally implicit questions, which require the children to integrate background
knowledge with information in the text (see Johnston, 1984; and Pearson & Johnson,
1978). Raphael’s work on question-answer relationships (Raphael & Pearson, 1985;
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Raphael & Wonnacott, 1985) suggests that children benefit from instruction helping
them to adapt strategies to tasks.

The fourth comprehension strategy is asking questions; the students and not just
the teacher need to do this. Teacher-initiated participant structures —primarily com-
prised of teacher questioning-student responses-teacher evaluations —appear to be the
most common in the American classroom and represent one way of assessing children’s
reading comprehension. However, this type of participant structure does not allow the
children to monitor and control their own comprehension. Despite limited research on
this topic, there is both theoretical (Craik & Lockhart, 1972) and empirical (Andre &
Anderson, 1978-79) support for question generation as a student-controlled strategy.

The work of Singer and Donlan (1982) and Wittrock (1983) provide direct ex-
amples of ways to involve students in question generation. Additionally, question
generaiion is an integral part of both the reciprocal teaching and question-answer
relationship activities mentioned earlier.

‘The fifth strategy in the Pearson et al. scheme is comprehension monitoring. Con-
siderable research has indicated that good readers are more careful in their construc-
tion of meaning than are poor readers (for summaries of this work, see Baker &
Brown, 1984; or Garner, 1987). Good readers not only tend to know how well their
reading is progressing but they also alter their reading strategies to compensate for a
problem once they realize one exists. Poor readers generally are less aware of the
problems and are less able to compensate for them.

There is considerable evidence that all children can develop comprehension
monitoring. Miscue research (see K. Goodman, 1968, 1976, 1978), in particular, has
demonstrated that all readers, including novice readers, try to make sense of the text as
they read aloud (see Y. Goodman, 1971; Hudelson, 1981). Initial findings from the im-
plementation of the Reading Recovery program also have demonstrated that with ex-
tensive tutoring, first-grade students in the bottom 10 percent of the achievement
distribution can learn to monitor reading for meaning (see Boehnlein, 1987; Clay,
1987; Columbus Public Schools, 1987).

Classroom teachers can help students develop comprehension-monitoring exper-
tise. Young children should be encouraged to speak up when something does not
make sense to them, whether they are listening to it or reading it. Older children need
to understand why comprehension may go awry. By emphasizing how they, their
teacher, and classmates construct meaning from text, children enhance their metacogni-
tive awareness and improve their own comprehension monitoring. To develop these
competencies teachers and students must go beyond correct answers given in a text or
2 workbook to discuss, in an environment of mutual respect, how different individuals
arrive at different answers or interpretations.

We have included Pearson and his colleagues’ notion of adapting resources as our
sixth strategy. It is a logical successor to their fifth strategy, comprehension monitor-
ing. Once a comprehension failure is detected, something should be done to repair it.
There is considerable research supporting this strategy. For example, good readers
tend to know when and how to study difficult text for longer periods of time tuan do
poor readers (see Masur, McIntyre, & Flavell, 1973; Owings, Peterson, Bransford,
Morris, & Stein, 1980). Expert readers also are more likely to look back at the text to
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resolve a problem than are novice readers (Alessi, Anderson, & Goetz, 1979; Garner,
1987). Finally, good readers utilize a more varied repertoire of strategies to answer
questions about the text than do poor readers (Raphael & Pearson, 1985).

Garner (1987), in particular, describes classic fix-up strategies that distinguish the
expert from the novice reader. Students need to understand that there are times when
the reader needs to speed up, slow down, look back, reread, skim, predict, generalize,
or even resort to a dictionary. Somehow our instructional activities tend to breed a sur-
face processing attitude among students. Too many students are interested in getting
through the text at the expense of understanding it.

Pervasive to all these strategies is the importance of activating students’ prior
knowledge, or schemata. Schemata refer to the organizing frameworks within the mind
that the reader uses to identify and integrate new information with previously learned
information (Anderson, Spiro, & Anderson, 1978). The activation of this process is at
the heart of comprehension and inherent in all of the strategies presented. Without it,
it would be difficult for readers to determine what is important in text, to draw inferen-
ces, or to monitor comprehension.

Research that has focused on the role of prior knowledge in good and poor
readers’ comprehension has indicated that good readers are more adept at using their
prior knowledge to help them make sense of text than are poor readers (among others,
see Bransford, Stein, & Vye, 1982; Gordon & Pearson, 1983; Hansen, 1981; Hansen &
Pearson, 1983; Pearson, Hansen, & Gordon, 1979). On the other hand, there is
evidence that poor readers can be taught how to use and alter their prior knowledge,
improving their text comprehension (see Dole & Smith, 1987; Roth, 1985). For this to
succeed, however, all students, including those labeled “disadvantaged” or “at risk,”
need to be given the opportunity to read both familiar and unfamiliar text. Content
analyses of basal reading series suggest that these series still do not contain enough
material that reflects the cultural and background experiences of minority and disad-
vantaged children (Butterfield, Demos, Grant, May, & Perez, 1979; Logan & J. Garcia,
1983). If these children are to become proficient readers, then they need to be ex-
posed to text that allows them to integrate new knowledge with old knowledge.

The curriculum proposed by Pearson et al. would emphasize strategies rather than
skills, include a clear metacognitive focns, and be based on an “emerging expertise”
model instead of an “assembly line” model of inctruction. Furthermore, all the
strategies presented have 2ither an explicit or implicit goal of prior knowledge
activation.

Helping Students Acquire Effective Strategies: The Question of Instruction

But it is not enough to have a curriculum comprised of excellent strategies; we
also need a plan for helping students acquire those strategies (or, if you prefer, a plan
for helping teachers teach those strategies). So we turn now to the issue of instruction:
How shall we help students acquire the strategies they need in order to be active,
strategic readers?

To review the instructional candidates available, we refer to a recent concep-
tualization by Pearson and Raphael (in press). Based upon a review of recent research
and rhetoric, they identify four models as candidate delivery systems —direct
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instruction, explicit instruction, cognitive apprenticeships, and whole language. They
view these four models as forming a continuum, vere direct instruction is at the more
conservative end, involving a high level of teacher involvement, and whole language is
at the more liberal end, invelving a low level of teacher involvement. Discussion of
these models has been marred by polemics; hence the inherent differences between
them have been emphasized at the expense of any discussion of their similarities,

Direct Instruction

Gersten & Carnine (1986) have reviewed the comprehension research conducted
within this paradigm. They present a host of skills and strategies that they feel are
better learned in a direct instruction setting than in settings in which skills are merely
practiced on their own by students (a situation described and critiqued by Durkin,
1978-79). The basic position of direct instruction is that children seldom learn what
we do not teach them directly; left to their own devices—without benefit of teacher
modeling, guided practice, and extensive feedback—they are likely to develop
maladaptive strategies. Hence; instruction must be well planned, deftly executed, and
extensively supported with much guided practice, independent practice, feedback, and
assessment. A basic tenet of direct instruction is that the way to deal with complexity
of reading is to break down strategies into smaller, more easily trackable subskills.

Explicit Instruction

Pearson and his colleagues (Pearson & Dole, 1988; Pearson & Gallagher, 1983)
use the term explicit instruction to distinguish their position from the direct instruction
view. Duffy and Roehler and their colieagues (1987) have a similar construct, labeled
explicit explanation. The basic differences between the direct instruction position and
the explicit instruction position lie in task conceptualization and control over the learn-
ing environment. Neither Pearson nor Duffy sees any need to decompose skills into
subskills. Indeed, because they see so much conceptual overlap among comprehension
skills (finding main ideas often entails both drawing inferences and determining cause-
effect relationships simultaneously), they find both theoretical merit and practical
benefit (time savings) to more holistic strategies. They also require that skill applica-
tion occur with authentic texts (i.e., naturaily occurring) instead of skill-driven texts
(i.e., written specifically to facilitate skill application).

Control, in the explicit view, is more of a shared responsibility than a teacher
responsibility (see Pearson & Dole, 1988, or Pearson et al., in press, for a complete dis-
cussion). Teachers may begin an instructional cycle by accepting major responsibility
for skill application; however, they soon release responsibility to students. The notion
of “gradual release of responsibility” is central to their view (Pearson & Gallagher,
1983).

While they (Pearson and Dole) raise many unanswered questions about this
paradigm, Pearson and his colleagues cite supportive research to establish the efficacy
of the explicit instruction position. They include the questioning work of Raphael and
her colleagues (e.g., Raphael & Pearson, 1985; Raphael & Wonnacott, 1985), the
metacognitive training studies of Paris (1984), the comprehension skill work of
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Baumann (1984), and the explicit explanation work of the Michigan State group (Duffy
et al., 1987). They use the four facets of skill development suggested by Paris, Lipson,
and Wixso.1 (1983). Most convincing in this tradition is the research of Duffy and his
colleagues (1987); they have documented a positive relationship between the degree to
which teachers are explicit about explaining the what, how, when, and why and the de-
gree to which students acquire and use comprehension strategies.

Components in an explicit instructional routine include teacher modeling (making
public the secrets of invisible processing), guided practice (a kind of cooperative learn-
ing problem-solving segment), independent practice (students do it on their own), con-
solidation (public review to see if students can handle it with minimal guidance), and
application (using it with regular texts). Strategies need not be decomposed in order to
reduce complexity;, complexity is better handled, they suggest, by scaffolding, providing
extra support when students experience difficulty doing it on their own. That is, in es-
sence, what the construct of gradual release of responsibility is for. A teacher slides up
and down that continuum as necessary, providing precisely the amount of scaffolding
necessary to support student success.

Scaffolding is a term borrowed from Bruner (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976) and
Vygotsky (1962) to characterize learning in sociz! situations. The metaphor of the scaf-
fold is apt because the teacher support, like a scaffold, is temporary and adjustable.
While it can be used to explain the teacher’s role in explicit instruction, it is even more
commonly associated with the cognitive apprenticeship model.

Cognitive Apprenticeships

Further along the continuum is the cognitive apprenticeship model (see Collins,
Brown, & Newman, in press). Collins et al. discuss the difficulty of teaching complex
cognitive processes that basically are invisible. They suggest that reading, writing, and
mathematics are not easily learned through the learning-as-the-transmission-of-
knowledge model of Western civilization. Instead, they contend that such activities are
more easily learned through an apprenticeship model similar to that which historically
characterized all instruction and which still characterizes entry into certain crafts and
professions.

Similar to craft apprenticeships, the cognitive apprenticeship model is based on an
expert—in this vase, the teacher — helping novices of different abilities acquire exper-
tise by first observing what the expert does and then trying it out under the expert’s
tutelage. Key components of the approach include modeling, coaching, and fading.
Pearson and Raphael point out that these three elements are similar to the modeling,
guided practice, consolidation, and gradual release of responsibility that characterize ex-
plicit instruction. Unlike the latter, however, the cognitive apprenticeship model em-
phasizes the importance of always presenting instruction within the context of
higher-order problem-solving activities that are genuine and authentic as opposed to ac-
tivities that are developed solely te permit skill or strategy practice. Pearson and
Raphael point out that a major advantage of this type of situated learning is that the
issue of transfer is eliminated. Students develop a repertoire of reading strategies as a
means to solving functional and meaningful problem-solving activities.
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Sequencing within the cognitive apprenticeship model involves two principles: (1)
Presenting global skills before local skills, and (2) completing activities in increasingly
diverse and complex contexts. At every level of complexity, scaffolding --not subskill
decomposition and sequencing—is the mechanism that helps students cope with com-
plexity. Diversity, meeting the same task in new problems 'nd new situations, should
also increase over time so that students are able to acquire  ‘richer set of contextual
associations” for the task.

Whole Language

In a relatively short period of time the whole language movement has had an in-
credible impact on the field of reading, Based on first-language acquisition theory, ad-
vocates of the movement consider literacy development to be an interrelated facet of
language development (see K. Goodman, 1986; and Altwerger, Edelsky, & Flores,
1987, for details about this movement). Children acquire literacy in the same way that
they acquire oral language — naturally and over time through extensive and varied ex-
posure to authentic literacy tasks. Children’s emerging expertise and control over
literacy tasks are viewed as a natural extension of their language development. Listen-
ing, speaking, reading, and writing are considered interrelated aspects of language
development. There is no reason for one aspect of language development to be em-
phasized prior to the development of another. For this reason, separate instruction in
reading or language arts does not occur in whole language classrooms. Phonics instruc-
tion and basal readers are eschewed in favor of exposure to literacy events that have
real functions and that may involve all four aspects of language development. With the
emphasis on functional and real literacy tasks, there is no need to read materials that
have been especially developed to practice or learn skills or subskills.

Whole language specifically differs from the cognitive apprenticeship position in
its definition of the teacher’s role. In whole language, the teacher is the facilitator but
not the expert; whereas, in the cognitive apprenticeship model, the teacher is the: ex-
pert or the master craftsperson while the children are the apprentices or novices. The
whole language literature implies that the students and not the teacher define the tasks
to be undertaken as well as the materials to be read. The teacher’s role is to provide a
supportive classroom setting where children are encouraged to define what they want
to read and write. All tasks must be functional and authentic, including the purposes
for the tasks, their audiences, and the content of what is read or written. Teachers do
not tell anyone what to do or when to do it. While they may share their interpretation
of text, or explain the use of standard conventions, such as spelling or punctuation, they
are not supposed to impose these standards on their students as evaluative criteria,

Pearson and Raphael point out that the limited research base behind whole lan-
guage has hindered its evaluation as a complete instructional approach. Part of the
problem is that whole language proponents tend to be critical of standardized tests and
quantitative experimental research (Edelsky & Harman, 1988; K. Goodman, 1986). As
a result, they generally avoid using either of them to evaluate whole language
programs. To what degree whole language is effective at the different levels of school-
ing is not known, just as it is not known to what extent it can provide all children with
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the literacy development that they need to succeed in American schools (for a discus-
sion of this issue, sec Delpit, 7986, 1988).

What is known, however, is that some features of the whole language model have
been positively associated with other successful instructional approaches. Pearson and
Raphael review these features and specifically note that there is considerable evidence
to indicate that reading literature results in better reading comprehension than does
isolated skill practice (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Anderson, Wilson,
& Fielding, 1988; Taylor, & Frye, 1987). Similarly, children’s knowledge about letter-
sound correspondences is enhanced when they are allowed to use invented spelling
(i.e., spell words on their own when they are unsure of the correct spelling [see Clarke,
1986]). Research also has indicated that the quality and quantity of children’s writing
are improved when they are encouraged to participate in wide-ranging, unfettered writ-
ing activities from the outset of schooling (Calkins, 1983, 1986; Graves, 1983). In addi-
tion, the reliance on authentic, furctional literacy tasks helps students to develop a
more realistic view of the uses of reading and writing (E. Garcia et al,, 1987; Freire,
1983).

It also may be that the whole language approach reduces the cultural mismatch
that frequently occurs in classrooms where linguistic or cultural minority children are
in attendance because the students and not the teacher define the context of the learn-
ing situation (for a discussion of this mismatch, see Au & Mason, 1981; Heath, 1982;
Philips, 1983). This, along with the early emphasis on print awareness in the formal
school setting, may be what helps to enhance the initial literacy acquisition of some lin-
guistic and cultural minority children. What we do not know at present, however, is
what kind of either short-term or long-term effect a total whole language program has
on student progress.

Choosing the Best Alternative

We began our review of instructional models with the clear intention of selecting,
on the basis of the review, one of the four as the best alternative for at-risk children.
The review has led us to a change of heart. Rather than select one of the models as
clearly superior to the others, what we want to do is to identify features of each model
that we think are especially appropriate for desigring instruction for “at-risk” students.
In short, we will be building our own consensus model of instruction. In doing so, we
will parallel what good teachers do on a yearly, weekly, and daily basis —compile an
“eclectic” model of instruction from available resources.

The first feature in our consensus model is teacher modeling. Teachers can and
should show studen:s how they perform the tasks they ask students to perform. Inter-
estingly, modeling as an instructional feature does not allow us to discriminate among
our four models because it is an integral part of each. Even whole language advocates
support the practice, although they tend to prefer the term demonstration (Smith,
1984), and they require that only authentic, whole processes be demonstrated. One
reason that modeling or demonstration is so important to good instruction is that com-
prehension processes are so hard to talk about in the abstract (in the sense of rules or
steps) that you almost have to “see it to believe it.” What is especially helpful are
“reflective” demonstrations —demonstrations in which the modeler talks the swudents
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through the processes involved in her performance (what Paris, 1984, calls “making
thinking public”). Like so many domains of inquiry in which knowledge is “ill- struc-
tured,” it is easier and more instructive to present cases (examples of the process i ac-
tion) than it is to deal with rules or guidelines (see Spiro, Coulson, Feltovich, &
Anderson, 1988, for a complete treatment of learning in ill-structured doms =s of
knowledge). The first principle in our consensus model would read like this:

Because reading comprehension is an ill-structured knowledge domain, it is morc appropriate
to provide students with demonstrations of how strategics are applied in real reading situa-
tions than it is to offer them either abstract sets of reles or multiple opportunities to practice

the strategies. At the very least, rules and/or practice opportunities ought to be accompanied
by reflective demonstrations,

A second feature in our consensus model is authenticity. Authenticity is the es-
sence of the whole language model; it would be an unspeakable act to ask a child to
read an unauthentic text or to perform an unauthentic task (see Edelsky & Draper, in
press; Edelsky & Harman, 1988). Authenticity is an ultimate goal of the direct instruc-
tion model (they do want students to apply what they have learned to real texts read
primarily for purposes of comprehension, but they tolerate a lot of special texts during
instruction), a required part of the explicit instruction model (but special texts are
tolerated for demonstration purposes), and an implicit requirement of cognitive appren-
ticeships (there is no need to apprentice a student reader to a fake text or task when
there are plenty of authentic ones lying around). Our particular version of the authen-
ticity principle goes something like this:

Strategy instruction show. ccur within the context of trying to comprehend a particular text
written by an author for the purpose of communicating a message (informational, affective,
entertaining) of some sort to an audience. For purposes of demonstrating or highlighting a
particular feature of the strategy, it may be permissible to remove a text segment from its sur-
rounding context (you could put a paragraph on the overhead, for example, but make it a real
paragraph from a real text), but both the strategy and the text segment should be immediately
recontextualized.

The third feature in our consensus model focuses on the issue of reducing com-
plexity during strategy acquisition. Rasically, education has adopted twe principles for
reducing complexity: task decomposition and scaffolding. We want to establish our
position clearly on the side of scaffolding. Task decomposition, a critical feature of
direct instruction, I:as had its “day in court” for the past 30 years; it is time, we think,
to give equal time to scaffolding as an alternative strategy for coping with complexity.
What we are saying is that our instructional practice of decomposing tasks and remov-
ing them from natural contexts in order to highlight critical features has not proven all
that successful, especially for low-achieving stiudents. It may be better to have students
perform the task in contexts that are as close as possible to the situation in which they
will ultimately have to apply it and, in that process, to provide them with support as
they struggle through it. In summary, here is our principle:
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To help novices cope with the intrinsic complexity of reading tasks, *t is better to provide exten-
sive scaffolding for authentic tasks than it is to dccompose and decontextualize those same
tasks.

The fourth feature of our consensus model is an intrinsic bias toward student con-
trol of the instructional situation. We do not take quite the radical position advocated
by whole language devotees, whe would claim that students should always be in charge
of their own learning (selecting texts to read and topics for writing), but we do think
teacher control is too dominant in our current situation. Currently teachers decide
what gets taught when, what gets practiced when, and what the criteria for success and
failure are; students have to rely on teacher feedback to let them know whether they
are becoming literate individuals. Everything we know about the importance of
metacognitive control of cognitive processes and everything we know about intrinsic
motivation demand that we let students participate in the planning and evaluation of
the curriculum to which we subject them. The ultimate goal of teacher assessment
should be self-assessment; the ultimate goal of teacher planning should be to help stu-
dents learn how to plan their own learning. These goals car: only be accomplished in
an atmosphere of shared responsibility for curricular decisionmaking. The concept of
gradual release of responsibility, applied so assiduously to task completion by the ex-
plicit instruction advocates, should be expanded to both the planning and assessment
aspects of literacy curricula. Our principle would read like this:

From the carlicst stages of the school literacy curriculum, students of all achicvement levels
should be involved in planning reading and writing activitics and in evaluating their own
performance.

These are the four features of our consensus model —teacher modeling, task and
text auchenticity, scaffolding (to cope wiih complexity), and shared decisionmaking
responsibility (to develop self-assessment skill). Looking back upon our four candidate
models, one might conclude that we borrowed very little from the direct instruction
tradition and a lot from whole language. Our view is that all four of our consensus
principles are consistent with (a liberal version of) explicit instruction, cognitive appren-
ticeships, and (a conservative version of) whole language. We permit more deviation
from principles of authenticity and shared decisionmaking than we think advocates of
whole langnage would permit; conversely, we demand greater adherence to those same
principles than explicit instruction advocates would demand (they would view them

‘ore as ultimate goals to work toward than as day-to-day operational tools).

A Final Word

Clearly our approach requires teachers to move away from the “teacher-proof”
model frequently offered in conventional programs to a model in which they make
most decisions within their classrooms. Along with this independence comes consider-
able responsibility and commitment. For our approach to work, teachers must see
themselves as readers and writers and be willing to widen their knowledge base about
reading apd writing. They must also understand that the development of literate in-
dividuals In school requires that literacy instruction be extended beyond the reading
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and language arts classes to include all domains of inquiry. And finally, if this process
is to involve those groups of children who traditionally have been called “at risk” or
“disadvantaged,” teachers need to be aware of and willing to accommodate the dif-
ferent language and literacy experiences that their studen:s bring to the classroom. For
literacy to flourish, it must be co-owned by all of the participants.
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Il SOCIAL AND INSTRUCTIONAL ISSUES IN EDUCATING
“DISADVANTAGED” STUDENTS

This paper addresses key issues in the academic instruction of “disadvantaged” stu-
dents. Although I will focus primarily on Latino or Hispanic students, most issues dis-
cussed are equally relevant to other “linguistic minority” students. I take as my
premise what I consider to be an obvious truism: There is nothing about minority
children’s language, culture or intellect that should handicap their schooling. I there-
fore object to using the label “disadvantaged” as an organizing concept in this study.
These children are disadvantaged only to the extent that their parents and ccmmunities
lack political power That is, disadvantaged is not a characteristic or trait of the
children, it is somettung done to the children. As McDermott (1987) has commented,
“By making believe that failure is something that kids do, as different from how it is
something done to them, and then by explaining their failure in terms of other things
they do, we likely contribute to the maintenance of school failure” (p. 363).

Accordingly, in what follows I will elaborate on the following three points:

(1) Any discussion of academic instruction for “disadvantaged” students must ex-
amine the societal context of schooling. The school experiences of “disad-
vantaged” students are intimately and complexly related to broader social,
economic and political factors. Viewing instruction in isolation from these fac-
tors helps distort explanations of school performance and limits suggestions for
change to simply doing more of the same, after all it works © -~ other students,
but in larger doses and better.

(2) Current instructional practices seriously underestimate these children’s intellec-
tual capabilities and constrain their academic performance. When “disad-
vantaged” children are shown to succeed under modified instructional
arrangements it becomes clear that the problems these children face in schooi
must be viewed, in great part, as a consequence of institutional arrangements
which constrain children and teachers by not capitalizing fully on their talents,
resources, and skills (Diaz, Moll, & Mehan, 1986; Moll & S. Diaz, 1987).

(3) Given the limitations of current schooling practices, if we are to develop ap-
propriate models for the instruction of “disadvantaged” students, most prin-
ciples must come from elsewhere than schools (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). In
particular, the students’ community represents a resource of exormous impor-
tance for educational change. As community-based studies have repeatedly
shown, there’s great diversity in the cultural and linguistic practices that form
Latino and other language minority communities. Properly used, these diverse

* practices can serve as powerful assets to the children’s schooling, especially to
th.e development of literacy (see, e.g., Cazden, 1983; Cole & Griffin, 1986; Gal-
limore, 1985; Delgado-Gaitan, 1987; Jordan 1985; Heath, 1983, 1986; LCHC,
1986; Moll & S. Diaz, 1987; Morris & Conan, 1983; Smith, 1981a, b, 1987,
Tharp, i989; Vogt, Jordan & Tharp, 1987).

III-3

47




I'will start by presenting some demographic findings that help define the societal
context of education. Aswill become clear, the issues we are addressing here under
the rubric of academic instruction for the disadvantaged will not go away anytime soon.
I'#ill then summarize the literature on what goes on in classrooms.

There is ample evidence that academic instruction, especially for children that we
are calling the “disadvantaged,” is severely restricted and restrictive. In this context it
becomes clear that the so-called back to basics movement is a ploy. Cole and Griffin
(1986) put it diplomatically when they wrote as follows: “..a continued imbalance in
the educational mandates that guide the education of minorities and of white middle-
class children deepens the problem: as schools serving minority children focus their
resources on increasing the use of well-known methods for drilling the basics, they
decrease the opportunities for those children to participate in the higher level activities
that are needed to excel in mathematics and science.” I will then review the findings of
a recent study on outstanding teachers of Hispanic students. The instructional prac-
tices of these teachers highlight the importance of purpose and meaning in literacy in-
struction and stand in sharp contrast to the usual recommendations for more structure
and control in the instruction of “low-SES-low-achieving” students (see, e.g., Brophy &
Good, 1986).

I will conclude by summarizing a model of research and practi- that examines

how to build on community knowledge, practices and values to change and extend class-

room instruction.

The Societal Context

Latinos and other linguistic minority populations, such as blacks, are at the bottom
of the sccial order in practically every category (see, e.g., Reyes, 1987). For example,
in 1986 almost 41% of Latino children under 6 years of age were living in poverty. The
figure for blacks was 46% and for “whites” 17%. The median income level of Puerto
Rican families in New York City in 1984 was $10,784 (compared to $31,000 for non-
Latino whites). A similar distribution of income is found in other cities with Mexican-
Americans and blacks. Health problems affecting Latino children are associated with
poverty, including malnutrition, upper respiratory diseases, lead poisoning, child abuse,
and high rates of teen age pregnancy.

Equally distressing statistics characterize the educational situation of such linguis-
tic minority students: high dropout rates and low academic ahievement (Steinberg,
Blinde, & Chan, 1982; Walkzr, 1987). Among all adults 25 0. over in 1985 ap-
proximately 45% of Latinos and 47% of blacks had completed high school, compared
to 76% for non-Latino whites. Further, those students that stay in school are doing
poorly. For example, in New York City the percentage of students reading at grade

evel or above is less in predominantiy Latino school districts than in the city as a
+/hole at every grade. A similar gap holds for math.

In addition to the above, however, we are in the midst of a striking and dramatic
change in population, and many educators, including bilingual educators, seem to be
oblivious to its consequences. Latinos, for example, are among the fastest growing
population groups in the country. It is estimated that by the year 2000, there will be a
total of over 22 million Latinos in this country. This would make us the fifth largest
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Latino population group in the Americas. Only Brazil, Mexico, Peru, and Venezuela
are prejected to have larger populations. By the year 2000 there will be over 400 mil-
lion Spanish speakers in the Americas. Note that in this international context Latinos
are not a “linguistic minority.”

Furthermore, along with other political minorities, such as blacks, Latinos are now
the majority or becoming the majority in many important urban educational school sys-
tems. Latinos, as a group, are predominantly urban, a change from only a few years
ago. New York City, Los Angeles, Chicago and San Antonio account for over 20% of
all Latinos. We are, or will be, the majority in school systems in these as well as other
major cities in this country. It follows that serving these students needs will become
the top itein on any educational agenda within these iocations.

Additionally, Latinios are overwhelmingly members of bilingual communities. Al-
though it may be safe to conclude that there seems to be an intergenerational shift to
English among Latinos, the acquisition of English may not be accompanied by a loss of
Spanish (see Language Policy Task Force, 1982, 1984). The great majority of in-
dividuals in Latino communities come into contact with both Spanish and English over
their lifetimes, whether through contact with monolingua! and bilingual members of
the comununity or persons outside the community. This “community bilinguality” is a
prominent characteristic distinguishing Latinos from the dominant groups in society.

The Latino population also is very young (as is the black population), with a mean
age of about 22 years and the birth rate is very high (Latinos between 18 and 44 years
old have the highest fertility rate in the nation, 107 births per 1,000 women, compared
to non-Latino whites, 67 births per 1,000), not to mention increases in population be-
cause of immigration, This demographic profile means that the educational issues ai-
fecting Latinos, as well as other linguistic minority groups, are going to be around for a
very long time, well into the next century.

We turn next to examining the nature of schooling for “disadvantaged” students.

The Characteristics of Schooling

It is inarguable that working-class and poor children receive a very different type
of classroom instruction than students from wealthier classes. In general, these
children receive rote, drill and practice instruction, work that is mechanical, highly
structured and redundant (see Anyon, 1980, 1981; Lubeck, 1984; Page, 1987; Wilcox,
1982; Willis, 1977; see also, Gamorans & Berends, 1987). For example, Anyon’s (1980,
1981) research examined classroom instruction in five elementary schools in contrast-
ing social class communities (cf. Ramsey, 1983, 1985). She designated the schools ac-
cording to, among other variabies, family income and occupation, with the schools
ranging from “Working-class,” with most family incomes at or below $12,000, to what
she labeled “Executiye Elite Schools,” where most family incomes exceeded $100,000,
with some in the $500,000 range. Anyon provided examples from fifth grade class-
rooms to illustrate differences in instruction among the schools. She collected data
through classroom observations, interviews with teachers, principals and district ad-
ministrators, and assessment of instructional materials in each classroom. Ail teachers
in her sample were described by their principals as good or excellent. instructors.

-
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Work in these classrooms, as describad by Anyon (1980, 1981), was alinost
robotic, involving rote: behavior and very little student decision making or choice:

“The teachers rarely explain why the work is being assigned, how it might connect to
other assignments, or what the idea is that lies behind the procedure or gives it
ccherence and perhaps meaning or significance” (1980, p. 73). Accordingly, work is
ofter: evaluated according to whether the children followed the right steps of a
procedure.

Language arts, for example, involved the mechanics of simple punctuation, with
the rules often displayed in a ditto that the students followed. One teacher commented
that simple punctuation is all that working-class students would ever use (p. 74). ‘shere
Was 1o expository writing, most classroom writirg involved answering questions
provided in a ditto sheet. Social studies was also largely mechanical, rote work, with lit-
tle connection to larger societal contexts. Individual activities were often fragmented
and without inherent meaning, other than that the students were instructed to perform
them. In one school social studies consisted of copying the teacher’s notes from the
board. As the students finished copying . . sentences, the teacher would erase the
board and write more. Similar rote conditions existed for oral work, science and math.

The teachers controlled the students’ work and movement closely and rarely ex-
plained the basis for their decisions. They would often shout directives and stress the
need for quiet. The children would often resist the teachers’ orders and the work as-
signed. ‘Teachers, n turn, would make the lessons easy or not demanding to minimize
the students’ resistance. In sum, working class schooling is depicted by Anyon as a con-
tinuous struggle between teachers and students.

In contrast, children in wealthy communities experienced a very different cur-
ricllum. For example, work in those classrooms was to develop one’s analytical intel-
lectual powers, The teachers asked the children to reason through problems and
produce intellectual products of top academic quality. Language arts involved the
analysis of language as a complex system that should be mastered, and writing assign-
ments involved research reports for social studies and science. Social studies involved
the discussion of concepts and independent research. Social life was not shunned but
included for analysis. Classroom discussions related to realistic and difticult sociai is-
sues, such as reasons for inflation, the contamination of foods, or workers’ strikes.

The teachers exercised little control over the students’ movement and monitor~d
the level of difficulty of lessons carefully to make sure they were intellectually challeng-
ing and satisfying to the students,

Although Anyon was careful not to generalize beyond her sample, subsequent
work by others suggests the validity of her characterizations. For example, recent re-
search by Oakes (1986), focusing on tracking and using a national data base (see Gooc-
lad, 1984), reached a similar conclusion about the social cont.  f schooling: there is
an unequal distribution of schooling that favors the already-privileged; white and af-
fluent students receive more of what seemed to be effective teaching than do other
groups; minority and poor students receive an emphasis on low-level basic literacy and
computational skills. As the social class of the community increases there is a con-
comitant shift in instruction from rote to more process oriented teaching, from
simplicity to complexity, and from low to high expectations. As Oakes (1986) noted,
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“There is no presumption that high-status knowledge is equally appropriate for all”
(p. 74).

We get a sense of the pervasiveness of this phenomenon from the research on the
uses of computers in schools: in general, poor children do drill and practice; affluent
children do programming and problem solving (Center for the Social Organization of
Schools, 1983). A similar reduction of the curriculum occurs in classrooms for limited-
English-proficient children. In these classrooms there is the additional tendency to
simplify the curriculum’s complexity to match limited-English speaker’s levei of
English proficiency. This simplification or watering-down of the curriculum may occur
in several ways, for example, by relegating limited-English-proficient students to low-
level academic work, regardless of their literate competence in their first language, or
by not allowing these students to participate in what are perceived as cognitively
demanding activities, such as expository writing (Diaz et al., 1986; Goldenberg, 1984;
Moll, 1986; see also, Walsh, 1987).

In sum, the schooling of “disadvantaged” students is intimately linked to their so-
cial class standing. This schooling can be characterized as atomistic, highly structured,
repetitive, and emphasizing the learning of low-level skills. This form of instruction is
so common that, as Edelsky (1986) has suggested, it is easy to assume that it is just how
schooling must be if children are having difficuity. Note the recommendations of two
leading educational psychologists (Brophy & Good, 1986, as cited in Ralph, 1988, p. 7):

...low-SES-low-achicving students nced more control and structuring from their teachers:
more active instruction and feedback, more redundancy, and smaller steps with higher success
rates. This will mean more review, drill, and practice, and thus more lower-level questions.
Across the school year, it will mean exposure to less material, but with emphasis on mastery of
the material that is taught and on moving students through the cursiculum as briskly as they
are able to progress.

Outstanding Teaching of “Disadvantaged” Students

The classroom analysis reported herein provides an important contrast to the
furms of instruction described above. The study formed part of a larger project on
“effective” schooling conducted in three elementary schools and seven classrooms in a
major metropolitan area of the Southwest." The schools were nominated to participate
in the study by educational administrators and teachers from 12 metropolitan school
districts. The classrocms selected for study were highly rated by the educators and the
students had scored at or above grade level for at least 2 years on measures of
academic achievement.

I will summarize our observations of two fifth-grade teachers, one Spanish-English
bilingual and the other an English monolingual, concentrating un the characteris.ics of
reading and writing instruction. Both classrooms were located in working-class com-
munities and most students in both classrooms were Hispanic. We conducted

I'This work was supported by a grant to Eugene Garcia from the Inter-University Program for Latino
Rescarch and the Social Science Rescarch Council.
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approximat¢ 100 hours of obst.vation and every teacher was videotaped meathly for
aperiod of . ours. In addition, we collected data through formal and infermal inter-
views and co...piled classroom documents and records, including samples of the
students’ work.

Central to the teachers’ approach was a vicw of litzracy as the understanding and
communication of meaning. In particular, they believed that reading comprehension
and written expression must be developed through functional, relevant, and meaningful
language use. Therefore, one of their major instructional goals was to wuake their class-
rooms literate environments in which many language experiences could take place and
different types of “literacies” could be practiced, understood and learned. These
teachers rejected rote instruction or reducing reading and writing into skill sequences
taught in isolation or in a successive, stage-like manner. Rather, they emphasized the
crea:ion of social contexts in which children actively learned to use, try out, and
manipulate language in the service of making sense or creating meaning. The teachers
saw their role as providing the necessary guidance or social arrangements 30 that
children, through their own efforts, could assume control of diverse purposes and uses
of oral and written language. Their approach is consistent with the recom:nendations
of recent studies of effective literacy and language learning which consistently point out
the importance of students interacting frequently, purposefully, and meaningfully with
language and text (see Edelsky, 1986; Farr, 1986; Goodman, 1986; Langer & Applebee,
1986; 1987, Moll & R. Diaz, 1987). These studies stress the importance of children
learzing language and literacy as a medium of communication instead of as a static sub-
ject with sets of isolated topics, facts, or skills that must be learned, as is common in
most classrooms (see Goodlad, 1984; Langer, 1984; Oakes, 1986).

The students learned the curriculum through different social arrangements that
teachers facilitated. The teachers strategically mediated these social arrangements to
engage students or to give them practice with different aspects of the process (Moll,
1989; Vygotsky, 1978). Further, regardless of individual differences in teaching or in
children, including differences in English language proficiency, the teachers mediated
in similar ways the children’s interaction with the classroom content. They facilitated
learning through the creation of related tasks or activities, rather than controlled learn-
ing by imposing a single model of learning for the children to follow (Moll, 1988).

For example, reading was integrated into almost all of the students classroom ac-
tivities. No basal readers were ever used, the teachers relied on trade books that were
interesting and challenging to the students. As well, the teachers did not group
children by ability, a common practice in classrooms (Goodlad, 1984), instead they
grouped them by interest or by activity, such as grouping students reading about
dinosaurs or about volcanos for the science project. Students read in many different
ways: silently to themselves, read to other students either in a small group or to the
wiole class. The teachers also read to the children daily. Throughout, the teachers en-
couraged the students to make sense of what they read, and to be critical readers of
others’ work and of their own.

The following example is illustrative. In a lesson the teacher and seven students
of mixed reading abilities discussed a novel they had been reading #bout the U. 3,
1evoiutionary war. The teacher pointed out to the students the different personal
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relationshy, s presented in the novel to capture how the war was affecting people’s lives
In what resembled a conversation with the active participation of students, more than
the usual recitation that makes up lessons (Durkin, 1978-1979; Goodlad, 1984; Tharp
& Gallimore, 1988), the discussion included the teacher’s and students’ observations
about the role. of women in society, how different political allegiances could disrupt a
family, the role of religious beliefs and family discipline, how a novel can make history
more understandable, and the nature of colonialism. None of these topics formed part
of any curricular script, they arose and evolved through the participants’ joint discus-
sion of text. The teacher would monitor casually, but carefully, the students’ participa-
tion, contributions and understanding of thc text, providing more time to some
students, as needed.

During regularly held reading conferences, students sumn:arized what they had
read, expressed their feelings about the story, indicated what they liked most or least
about the story and why, predicted what would happen next and explained the basis of
their predictions, confirmed or disconfirmed past predictions and compared the text to
previous books read. The students often seiected, depending on their interests, what
books they wanted to read; the teacher selected the books she read aloud to the stu-
dents. The students would also meet once a week with younger students, usually first
graders, to read to them and to listen to them read.

As with reading, children were involved in writing activities for a major part of the
day. Students would write almost every day on a topic of their choice. They would
develop drafts and ask classmates to read their work and provide feedback, or sought
the teacher’s comments to help with their editing. Sometimes students would read
aloud what they were writing to the whole class to obtain their feedback. The class
would comment on the introduction of the story, character development, dialogue, and
what they liked about the story or essay. Students also wrote literatiure lugs on their
readings, where they would comment on stories or articles they had read, wrote on
daily journals or diaries, and wrote poetry and letters. In the biling.al classroom, the
students could read or write in either language. We observed students reading a story
in English and writing in their logs in Spanish, and vice versa. The teachers en-
couraged their students to write criginal and creative pieces, regardless of in what lan-
guage.

Writing also formed part of other sections of the curriculum. For example, in one
class the students were involved in science piojects for a considerable amount of time.
They selected their topics and worked individually or with a group of students. They re-
searched their topic by going to the library, interviewing people in the field, reading,
and viewing films, and wrote a final research report accompanied by visuals and other
products of their research. The students produced drafts of the report and edited them
with the assistance of the teacher and other students in the class. The teacher would
ask the students to use descriptive langaage so that the “non-experts” in their field of
research could understand their project. The students would then edit their final drafts
for spelling, punctuation, syntax, and clarity.
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Key Elements in the Teaching

As illustrated above, the teachers assumed that the children were competent and
capable and that as instructors it was their primary responsibility to provide the stu-
dents with a challenging, innovative, and intellectually rigorous curriculum. The
teachers considered the idea of “watering down” the curriculum as unacceptable or, as
one of the teacher expressed it, “degrading and disrespectful to the children.” Accord-
ingly, the teachers emphasized the lessons’ substance and content in teaching and in
motivating the students’ learning. What children read mattered and the teachers cm-
phasized high-quality trade books that contained stories that were meaningful and inter-
esting to the students, or relevant to the academic topic they were examining,

Reading and writing always involved analysis of text and the comprehension of
content, with special emphasis on the students’ examinaticn of the authors’ and their
own use of language and how it influenced their thinking. This means not only reading
comprehension, but understanding how meaning is created and communicated. For ex-
ample, the teachers helped the students understand strategies autbors used 10 convey
meaning. Through their questioning, the teachers helped the students examine the
writers’ strategies in some depth: how writers manipulate words, phrases, descriptions,
or dialogue to influence readers. The teachers also helped the students analyze the
strategies they used as readers to understand text by having them make predictions 2.1d
guesses about what would happen next in a story and explain why. In short, the
teachers’ emphasis on substance and content facilitated the frequent occurrence of
what were in essence metalinguistic and metacognitive events: the conscious examina-
tion of others’ and one’s own use of language and thinking.

It also was the case that meaningful content was a key in facilitating the learning
of English. In both the bilingual and monolingual classrooms, the teachers concerned;
themselves primarily with organizing learning activities that involved students substar-
tively in the class. One of the teachers put is as follows: “The richer the content, the
more the students had something they connected to.” This idea is similar to Genesee’s
(1986) suggestion that second language learners will learn a second language to the ex-
tent that they are motivated by the curriculum to learn the academic material. It is the
students’ interest in things academic that motivates them to learn the second language
or to retain and develop their first language. Thus, in both classrooms, learning
English was a residual goal of academic performance.

As part of lessons, the teachers encouraged students to use their personal ex-
periences to make sepse of the classroom content. The children wou'd regularly intro-
duce topics that came from their home or community experiences and the teacher used
their comments to expand the children’s understanding of the lessons (cf. Tikunoff,
1985; Wong-Fillmore & Valadez, 1985). This was most evident in reading lessons
where the children often contributed personal observations and anecdotes to make a
point or cominent about the text.

In contrast to the usual recommendations for a highly structured curriculum, we
observed a diversity of learning arrangements in the classrooms. Reading and writing,
for example, took place in many ways and they were usually integrated as part of a
broader activity. The teachers also used the different instructional situations to assess
children, relying on observations of the students’ performance in several contexts to
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reach conclusions about their progress and the type of assistance they might need.
Regardless of instructional arrangement or of student characteristic, the essence of in-
struction in these classrooms was the understanding and communication of meaning.

Community Mediated Schooling

The instructional approach described above emphasizes literacy learning and
development in the service of various academic goals. It also makes use of the
students’ experiences and interests to facilitate literacy learning at the highest level pos-
sible, thus avoiding the “watered-down” curriculum typical of workmg-class schooling.
‘We believe that this approach can be extended much further, however, to link sys-
tematically what goes on in classrooms with family activities and community life; that
is, to situate the schooling of the kids in the socio-historical specifics of the community.
Our goal is not only to facilitate family and community involvement in classroom in-
struction, but to explore the possible influence of school learning on home activities
(cf. Levin, 1987; Pousada, 1987; Philips, 1983).

We are particularly interested in elaborating the relationship between what
Vygotsky (1987, Ch. 6) called everyday and scientific (academic or scholarly) concepts.
In brief, Vygotsky believed that the development of everyday (what he called spon-
taneous) and scientific concepts (characterized by conscious awareness and control) are
closely connected processes that continually depend on and influence each other.
While the spontaneous concepts provide the “living knowledge,” the content (what
Vygotsky called the “conceptual fabric”) and motive for the acquisition of scientific con-
cepts, the latter, because they emerge through a system of instruction, previde » more
conscious way of operating on existing.concepts. One extends the other; the everyday
concepts give meaning to the scientific, and the scientific transforms the way the chiid
perceives the everyday concepts. As Vygotsky (1987) wrote, “In receiving instruction in
a system of knowledge, the child learns of things that are not before his eyes, thlngs
that far exceed the limits of his actual and even potential immediate experience”

(p. 180).

How can we use community knowledge tc enhance classroom learning and class-
room knowledge to enhance community learning? The key, Vygotsky seemed to sug-
gest, is to embed both academic and social krowledge within a system of instruction; to
create meaningful connections between scientific and social life through the concrete
learning activities of the students. These meaningfu! connections devek)p and build on
the conscious awareness of the student, in particular, the awareness of how she or he
can use the everyday to make sense of the classroom content and use the classroom ac-
tivities to understand social reality (cf. Freire, 1983). Vygotsky (1987) wrote that “con-
scious awareness enters through the gate opened up by the scientific concept” (p. 191).
But scientific concepts always form part of a specific system or social organization of in-
struction. We hardly believe that rote instruction: of low-level skills 1s the system of in-
struction that Vygotsky had in mind. Rather, the sources of conscious awareness are
found in instructional systems that facilitate the types of conceptual discourse described
above. A social system where the role of the teacher is to provide the necessary sup-
port and guidance so that children, through their own efforts, assume conscious control
of the purposes and uses of oral and written language.
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A three-part system. We are conducting a research project intended to introduce
innovations into the teaching of literacy by facilitating close collaboration between re-
searchers and practitioncrs, community members and educators, and students and
teachers. The project consists of three main, interrelated activities: (1) an eth-
nographic analysis of the transmission of knowledge and skills among households in a
Latino community of Tucr on; (2) creation ¢” an after-school “lab” where researchers
and teachers use communi*y information to experiment with literacy instruction; and
(3) classroom observations in which we both examine existing methods of instruction
and explore how to change instruction by appli'ing what is learned at the after-school
lab (Moll, Velez-lbanez, & Greenberg, 1988).” All a_._vities in lab and classrooms are
documented through participant observations and the administration of other instru-
-ments. The goal is to create a “model system” in which diverse social, material and in-
tellectual resources are coordinated to advance the literacy instruction of Latino and
other students. In what follows I will present a brief description of each component,

a. Household analysis. Our field work is guided by an important principle derived
from previous community based studies: The Latino community represents a resource of
enormous importance for educational change. The research components described here
are designed to help us identify and capitalize on these resources for literacy instruc-
tion. We’re focusing on a broad and significant sociocultural practice or activity which
we've called “rmechanisms of exchange” (see Greenberg, 1984; Velez-lbanez, 1988). By
this term we mean the wide and prevalent use, par.jcularly among Mexican-American
households, of reciprocal exchange relatioas 10 recruit persons into clusters of social
networks. These flexible, social networks facilitate two important functions: (1) enable
economic- and labor-related exchanges; and, (2) form social contexts for the transmis-
sion-of knowledge, skills, and cultural values and norms.

We are presently analyzing two important aspects of these social networks. One is
the prevalence and extent of these networks among our study sample (N = 30). Our
preliminary analysis of the data indicates that each household has an average of 6 mem-
bers and is connected to approximately 7 related (kin) households in the general com-
munity. In addition, 88% of our sample reports assisting others with tasks or chores,
including child care and Lousehold repairs, suggesting an ongoing exchange. For ex-
ampie, 31% of the families report other friends or relatives taking care of their child
daily or up to twice a week. This extended familism incorporates people who are not
kin, occurs despite class standing or language preference and seems to become more
extensive with generational advancement and socioeconomic mobility. That is, instead
of these networks dissipating with “acculturation,” they seem to get even more involved
and extensive,

Our initial observations also suggest that these networks are transnational:
housekolds in Tucson are closely linked through these social networks to households in

2This project is supported by a contract from the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language
Affairs,
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Mexico. There’s a constant exchange of information, capital, and visits. One goal of
these inter-town contacts is the “cross-cultural” socialization of children. As one family
put it, they value the trips to Mexico so that their son can inte-~~t with his cousins and
learn how to take care of himself in the Mexican context (para yue pueda hablary
platicar con sus primos y defenderse); they also expect their son to re-adapt when he
returns to Tucson.

These data highlight the multidimensional, thick social relationships that con-
stitute life outside the classroom. These multiple relationships contrast with the sin-
gular teacher-child relationship common in classrooms. Our initial analysis, therefore,
indicates the importance of the social character of learning: how the acquisition, use
and transmission of knowledge is deeply embedded in diverse social relationships.

The second aspect that we’re elaborating is the nature of the “funds of
knowledge” that these households exchange. These clustered households, distinct from
nuclear-ta.ed families prominent in the Anglo middle-class, share knowledge regard-
ing not only repair of homes and automobiles, home remedies, planting and gardening,
and sales, but knowledge regarding access to institutional assistance, school programs,
transportation, occupational opportunities, and other services. Briefly put, the
households’ funds of knowledge are wide-ranging and abundant. They’re central to home
life and we’re convinced that they can be central to the children’s schooling.

Our present analysis is trying to articulate further this theoretical concept to
clarify its instructional utility. For example, we’re tracing the history of specific funds
of knowledge, most are related to the households’ rural origins and modes of economic
production. We’re also analyzing what specific household activities make use of these
funds of knowledge, i.e., how they’re learned, organized and transmitted. We've found
there is an identifiable household pedagogy; there’s an identifiable organization to
learning (cf. Anderson & Stokes, 1984; Greenfield & Lave, 1982; Levin, 1987; Levin,
Brenner, & Mehealani McClellan, 1987). For project purposes, we are differentiating
whether the knowledge is taught explicitiy or tacitly learned. Knowledge that is taught
explicitly often involves a sequence of instruction, e.g., how to assemble a bicycle or
repair an appliance. (This example isn’t trivial, one of the boys in the study assembles
bicycles from discarded and used parts and sells them to children in the neighborhood.)
These events are characterized by the conscious attempt to transfer knowledge to some-
one else and are school-like in their organization. These teaching attempts contrast
with the implicit acquisition of “folk” knowledge, usually obtained by being in the
household environment (e.g., knowlcdge about plants). The social networks and their
exchanges provide a motive and a context for applying much of this knowledge. This
knowledge may remain “hidden” until activated for purposes of assisting others (e.g.,
knowledge about self-medication). To be sure, folk knowledge can be taught explicitly,
but a special time isn’t usually set aside for the deliberate instruction in these matters,
it’s not as school-like.

A third differentiation is knowledge that requires further institutional supporr, say,
from school or work, such as knowledge about acccunting, sales, or computers. An im-
portant activity in the households is the learning of English. Several families in the
study are taking English classes or know somebody who's studying English. The learn-
ing of English is an activity that seems to require considerabie institutional support.
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There are several questions that we’re addressing based on our deepening under-
standing of these funds of knowledge. How can we take fu!l advantage of both tacit
and explicit knowledge to improve instructional practices? How are the household so-
cial relations similar to or different from the social relations teachers establish with
childrei in schools? What is the role of schaol-based knowledge in the householas?

Another set of questions involves the role of literacy in these household practices.
How’s fiteracy used? What are the community’s perception of literacy? More specifi-
cally, what’s the role of literacy in the formation and function of these mechanisms of
exchange? How does literacy in and out of school differ and how are they related?
And, particularly, what links can we cre: .¢ between learning in school and learning out
of school; between using literacy in school and out of school (see Moll & R. Diaz,
1987)?

Third, how do these networks, as coping mechanisms, shape the familics’ percep-
tions of how the broader social system operates? How do they influence groups’ per-
ceptions about success? In particular, how do they shape the community’s view of
schools and its functions? According to Ogbu (see, e.g., Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi,
1986), notions about success are an important part of a group’s socialization process
and their relations to the broader social system. These attitudes or beliefs may in-
fluence decisively the importance placed upon schooling and the effort students may
exert in school.

* In summary, our household study is collecting data on tliree main areas of inquiry:
the social basis of teaching and learning in the homes; the uses of knowledge and
literacy in the family and their social networks; and folk theories about society, schools
and schooling.

b. The after-school lab. Previous research has shown that it is very hard to
transport community information directly into classrooms. Sometimes the relevance of
the information is not apparent; sometimes the information does not make sense to
teachers. Therefore, conditions must be created that ease the integration of com-
munity data into instruction in ways academically beneficial to the students (Mol! &

R. Diaz, 1987).

Our after-school lab serves as an intermediate structure between the community
and the classrooms. At this lab researchers, teachers and studernits meet weekly to ex-
periment with the teaching nd learning of literacy. This idea has much in common
with Berliner’s (1985) notion of creating pedagogical laboratories where teachers
would have “students to teach concepts to, where expert teachers can provide critiques
of the lessons, and where the peers of the novice ieacher and the children themselves
can join in the analysis of the teaching activities that just occurred” (p. 6). Our udy,
however, combines an educational laboratory with community field studies, and class-
room analyses.

The main characteristics of this lab are derived from o * »oretical position
which emphasizes the prime importance of social context in racy learning and the in-
teractive role of adults and peers in creating such contexts (L. nger & Applebee, 1986;
Moli & 8. Diaz, 1987; Scribner & Cole, 1981). In particular, we’re stressing the active
participation of students in learning literacy. Therefore, one of our main tasks at the
after-school setting is to create social environments that allow students to use reading
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and writing in many forms and ways; to organize communicative relationships, social |
transactions, where adults help children understand and master different types of l
literacy (see Heath, 1986; We.ls, 1986).

For example, in our current work we are implementing four related activities.
First, the children are doing a survey of community literacy. They are recording where
literacy is found, who uses it, and for what. A go:l is for the children to become con-
sciously aware of the many uses o/ literacy within their environment. Second, building
on a genealogical activity that the children are doing in their classrooms, they are creat-
ing a fictitious family, complete with roles and descriptions for each family member
and friends, including a description of the family’s social network. Note that we are
using the children’s funds of knowledge to develop the activity. Third, we are using the
school’s computers to write and edit and to communicate. We are currently linked to
children and teachers in San Diego, Puerto Rico, and New York City. As part of these
connections the students are comparis g the results of their activities with similar activi-
ties conducted at these other sites. They are also analyzing educational software and
communicating the results of their analysis to their peers. In short, the studentis use
their reading and writing extensively to participate in the social (communicative) sys-
tem of the lab.

¢. Classroom research. The third and final part of our study involves classroom re-
search. Our goal here is twofold: analyze the existing organization of instru~ion and
establish a relationship between the classrooms and the after-schooi site as a way of in-
troducing innovations into tcaching practices.

To achieve the first goal, we’re observing in classroom to describe and analyze
literacy instruction and other classroom events. We are currently observing or initiat-
ing observations in 12 classrooms. We will be addressing questions such as: How are
teachers organizing instruction? What is the extent of English and Spanish literacy in-
struction? How are they teaching reading? How are they teaching writing?

What sort of outcomes do we foresee? We fully expect teachers to improve their
teaching of literacy. We expect that working collaboratively with peers and esearchers
will influence their perceptions about teaching, about how children learn, and about
the nature of schooling for limited English proficient students. We also will assess
changes in the students’ literacy learning. We expect that students in both the lab and
classrooms will demonstrate improvement in their literacy acquisition and development
and that the students in the implementing classrooms will outperform the comparison
classrooms in all of the project’s literacy measures.

We also will assess the degree to which the literacy modules helped teachers and
schools take advantage of community resources. We expect teachers to make use of
these resources as part of their daily classroom instruction and to use ethnographic
modes of inquiry with their students in identifying and utilizing hidden resources for
the teaching of literacy. We also expect teachers to form networks to help other
teachers use the lab to address problems and issues in literacy learning. We anticipate
that there will develop consi rable parental interest and participation in their
children’s schooling as pare.  Jeccme important resources for their children’s literacy
development. Finally, we will develop a model system that is replicavle by teachers
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and school personnel in other locations for purposes of teacher training, parental par-
ticipation, and to address specific issues in the teaching and learning of literacy.

Conclusion

I have reviewed several issues regarding the education of minority students. I
have emphasized the importance of broader circuamstances of living in understanding
the nature of their schooling and described the severe instructional constraints they
face. In contrast to their wealthier peers, minority students are subjected to a
“disabling” education. I also highlighted, however, the possibilities of reorganizing
instriction in ways that are much more enabling and described a research project that
attempts to combine school and community resources to advance literacy instruction
and learning.

1I-16

19

\\
TN




NOTES

1. This work was supported by a grant to Eugene Garcia from the Inter-
University Program for Latino Research and the Social Science Research
Council.
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IV REVIEW OF RESEARCH ON CURRICULUM
AND INSTRUCTION IN LITERACY

In this section, we focus primarily on curriculum and instruction in literacy, as it
is—and can be —taught to disadvantaged students. Our emphasis is on instructional
practices that are unique to this content area. Findings that reflect more generic
knowledge about teaching are not discussed extensively here (see Section X1I for a
more extended review of this research).

We divide literacy into two parts, one dealing with reading and the other with writ-
ing, but note that the two are closely related. Popular notions view the two as similar
processes of constructing meaning. Reading and writing not only share a common com-
municative function, but also provide the basis for developing a system of personal
thought (Langer, 1986). Both reading and writing involve an interaction between mind
and text, and it is this interplay that leads to new knuwledge, interpretations, aud
conccptuallzatlon

This view of the role of reading and writing in the development of personal
thought suggests a broad definition of literacy—one that goes beyond the set of func-
tional skills required by routine life experience to include the capacity for thinking and
reasoning that has come to be associated with highly developed literate behavior. At
this level of proficiency, literate individuals are expected to be able to read many kinds
of text with ease, understand their overt and covert messages, interpret them, and
reason effectively with the written rnateiial at ¥ .ad. They are also expected to be able
to move beyond narrative and summative writing to more lengthy analytic writing.

However defined, underlying conceptions of literacy have a great deal to do with
what one views as appropriate curricular content, teaching approach, and measures of
effectiveness, even at the earliest grades in school. These in turn rep sent something
more fundamental: what we deem to be sufficient skills in literacy. Because narrow
functional conceptions of literacy can easily lead to a truncated curriculum that limits
the future growth of disadvantaged students, we have approached this review assuming
that literacy curriculum and instruction for disadvantaged students can and should in-
clude a broad set of competencies in the use of language, though not so broad as to
sacrifice depth of coverage.

Overarching Issues

Before discussing the literatures that pertain to teaching reading and writing, we
note five issues that apply to all aspects of literacy instruction for disadvantaged stu-
dents. The issues are: (1) the purposes of literacy instruction for disadvantaged stu- ‘
dens, (2) the relative emphasis on (and relationships among) "basic” and “higher- |
order” skill components in the literacy curriculum, (3) the accommodation of students’ |
linguistic and cultural backgrounds in literacy curricuium and instruction, (4) how the ‘
different elements of the literacy curriculum are integrated with one anotl:er, and (5) ‘
the amount of literacy instruction low-achieving disadvantaged students receive. A few |
words about each issue serve to introduce the discussions of curriculum content and in-
structional practice that follow.




The Goals for Literacy Instruction Aimed at Di-advantaged Students — It is easy to
assert that disadvantaged studenis should all receive the samne curriculum and instruc-
tion in reading and writing as other students, but the practical realit  of tcaching—
especially in schools serving large preportions of such stidents—of. . sead educators
to adopt more modest goals. Either explicitly or implicitly, literacy instructors in such
settings are often satisfied if they can get mcst students to a level of minimal, function-
al literacy. Critics, on the other hand, worry about the “watered-down” or “differen-
tiated” curriculum available to such students who, they assert, are capable of more
(Moll, 1988). Research on the effects of differenti] expectations by teachers suggests
that the critics’ concerns are in some degree warranted. The crucial issue is whether to
aim high or low when dealing with a population of students who appear, at first glance,
to have little p.oficiency in literacy skills.

The Relative Emphasis on “Basic” and “Higher-crder” Skill Components in the
Lieracy Curriculum —There is no universally accepted distinction between higher- and
lower-order skills in literacy, or, for that matter, in any other area of the curriculum.
Some scholars even dispute whether the distinction is useful at aJl (Resnick, 1987;
Schrag, 1989). Nonetheless, most literacy scholars and educators would agree that
when students draw inferences from written text, interpret what they read, or construct
extended, coherent text, they are involved in a higher-order—that is, intellectually
more demanding — activity than when they reproduce the sounds that correspond to
commonly encountered phonemes, write simple descriptive sentences, or match
vocabulary words with their definitions. Also, at any level of complexity, novel or un-
familiar reading and writing tasks require a more sophisticated capacity to ccnstrue and
solve the problems posed by the tasks—that is, a “higher-order” skill —than do routine
tsks.

At issue is the dsgree of emphasis to be placed on each level of skill, the
desirability of teaching these skills separately from one another, and the timing of
teaching them. At one pole of debate on this issue, scholars contend that disad-
vantaged students tend to need more attention to “basic” literacy skills (e.g., decoding,
grammar, vocabulary recognition), of which they typically demonstrate less mastery,
and that these skilis must be acquired before higher-order skilis (e.g., comprehension,
text construction). At the other pole, scholars assert that basic skills are not a nrereg-
uisite to higher-order skills and that too much attention to basic skills may be
counterproductive —by leaving too littls time for work on comprehension or coxposi-
uon, providing few opportunities for applying spellicg or phonic skills, or reducing stu-
dent motivation to learn to read or write.

Accommcdating the Students’ Lir uistic and Cultural B: ~kgrounds —Because disud-
vantaged students ir.cJude a disproportionate number of thos: from linguistic minority
or nonmainstream backgrounds (e.g., ethnic minority as well us poor white children),
literacy instruction, which centrally involves the use of language, must take account of
these facts. At issue are (1) ways to make instruction in decoding, spelling, etc.. intel-
ligible to those whose sound systems don’t correspond to standard English; (2) the de-
gree to which dialects or other languages should be permitted in literacy instruction;
(3) the maaner in which errors that stem from these sound sysiems are handled, frr ex-
ample, in ways that respect—or denigrate —the student’s background (see Scott, 1988;
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Moll, 1988); and (4) the inclusion of content in literacy instruction that is meaningfu: in
terms of the student’s own experience. The spectrum of approaches to these issues is
wide, ranging from strict insistence on correct standard English to the inclusion of
other languages in bilingual education approaches.

Integration of Elements in Literacy Curriculum and Instruction —The more literacy
programs focus vn skill deficiencies and prescriptions for overcoming them, the more
segregated or “fragmented” the curriculum is likely to become (other factors discussed
below also encourage the fragmentation process). Embedded in such programs is the
assumption that a systematic attack on the component skills, which disadvantaged stu-
dents often have not mastered, is precisely what these students need. On the other
hand, making the different elements of the literacy curriculum work together seems
especially important for disadvantaged learners, who may have fewer chances cutside
of school to integrate and apply what they are learning about writing sentences,
pronouncing phonemes, ana’ zing story structure, etc. (Johnston, Allington, & Affler-
bach, 1985). Some observers argue that this is deubly important for those amo.ig the
disadvantaged population who receive part (or all) of their litevacy instruction from a
supplementary program of some kind: the incoherent nature of the curriculum may be
as mucn a cause of disadvantaged students’ failure to learn as anything (see Section I).

The Amount of Literacy Instruction for Low-achieving isadvantaged Students — A
simple way of approaching the matter is to assert that by providing low-achieving disad-
vantaged students more fiteracy instruction than is typicaily offered the student popula-
tion as a whole, schools will overcome the disadvantage such students encounter. This
position states in the starkest terms the theory underlying compensatory education,
which by law and intention seeks to offer extra instructional help to disadvantaged stu-
dents who are also poor readers or writers. On the whole, such prograins do not ap-
pear to increase reliably the amount of time students sper- in literasy instruction {e.g.,
Rowan, Guthrie, Lee, & Guthrie, 1986; Allington in Section I of this report). Scnools
with the highest concentrations of poor children tend to put less time into literacy in-
struction than other schools (Birman et al., 1987). In addition, there appears to be less
time devoted to teaching writing to all students than many believe to be optimal, as
recent NAEP findings suggest (LaPointc, 1986). Clearly, however, the absolute
amount of tirne in instruction is not the only critical variable. As one scholar has ob-
served, “The most efficient way to resolve a learning difficulty is not to deuble the
amount of ineffective instru~tion” (see Section I).

Reading

Within the vast literature on the content, teachin, and learning of reading, a good
deal of research bears on curriculum and instruction th-t is appropriate to disad-
vantaged students. ‘We begin by reviewing briefly the principal categeries of approach
to teaching reading and the conceptions of learning to read that underl:e them. From
there we turn to typical content and practices in reading nrograms for the general
population as well as for disadvantaged students. Last, we summarize and synthesize
what is known abuut effective instruction and currici..um in this subject area.
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Approaches to Teaching Reading

Approaches to designing and implementing reading instruction can be arrayed
along a continuum ranging from those that disaggregate reading into its component
skills to those that emphasize the integration of language skills in activities aimed at
the purposeful use of language. We distinguish three points on this continuum, though
in practice a greater number of permutations exist within the field. We also note that
the differences between particular approaches are neither simple nor unidimensional;
nonetheless, the continuum we describe serves to capture some of the most salient dis-
tinctions as these apply to the task of teaching disadvantaged students.

® Discrete-skills approaches. At one end of the continuum, a pervasive set of ap-
proaches treats reading as the mastery of specific skills (e.g,, Osborn, Wilson,
& Anderson, 1985), the assumption being that once these “building blocks”
are in place, the student will be able to make sense out of written text. ‘Chese
approaches put great emphasis on decoding — that is, breaking words and
simple sentence: ‘nto recognizable sound patterns and then reassembling these
to decipher meaningful words and thoughts. Students need to be taught these
skills in a systematic, formal way, though some scholars (e.g., Chall, 1983) as-
sert that learners can pick v,, these skills more readily at certain dev~lopmen-
t } stages. Within this tradition, text materials are typically designea to expose
st dents to skills in 2 sequential, ordered fashion—exemplified by published
se.ies of phonetically controlled Lasal readers. Decoding skills, vocabulary,
and comprehension are typically taught in a step-by-step, “direct instruction”
mode (see Section II).

® Meaning-oriented reading approaches. In the middle of the continuum, other
schofars (e.g., Duffy et al., 1987; Collins, Brown, & P«ewman, in press) em-
phasize the search for meaning in written text from early in the pr.cess of
learning to read and de*mphasize (or sometimes ignore altogether) practice
with decoding skills. The types of text to be read can vary considerably in this
tradition and may inclu ‘e basal readers, child-appropriate literature, or text
generated by the students themselves (e.g., stories t-anscribed by the teacher).
Within this tradition, teaching approaches vary considerably but include a goad
deal of explicit, active ‘zaching alongside student-initiated activity.

© Integrated language approaches. At the other end of the continuum, ap-
proaches also emphasize 1¢ading as the construction of meaning, but dn so as
part of activities *hat integrate reading, writing, and other forms of communica-
tion. Instruction based on “whole language” philosophies are the principal ex-
ample of t1 s category of approach (e.g., Altwerger, Edelsky, & Flores, 1987).
These approaches seek to embed reading in a broader set of communicative ac-
tivities that convey to the learner clear and inaportant pur-oses for communica-
tion. Sirdents’ motivation for learning to read and the praciice they get in
reading skills arises naturally out of activities that involve written and other
forms of expression. The teacher’s role becomes more that of a facilitator; stu-
derits are given greater respousibility for mastering and creating authentic texts.
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The relative appropriateness of these approaches for disadvantaged students is a
matter of debate. Although it is tempting to resolve the debate in favor of one or
another approach, this is probably not a fruitful exercise. The actual payoff to students
of any given instructional approach probably depends on more .han the distinguishing
attributes of the approach itself; factors discussed in other sections (e.g., classroom
mariagement and instructional strategy factors reviewed in Section XII) have as much
to do with the net benefit to a given group of students.

Nonetheless, some observations can be made about assumptions and trade-offs im-
plied by the different categories of approach. First, the approaches typically rest, ex-
plicitly or implicitly, on different assumptions about the process of learning to read.
Integrated language approaches, for example, tend to assume that learning to read is a
natural process; by repeated exposure to authentic reading material in properly
motivated circumstances, most learners will acquire the appropriate skills (Goodman &
Goodman, 1979).* Other categories of approach tend to assume that the learning
process occurs in response to formal instruction that provides learners what they other-
wise wonld not come by—in particular, discrete skills (e.g., Osborn et al., 1985) or
structures for thinking and knowing (Calfee & Drum, 1986). Second, different instruc-
tional approaches structure the content of the curriculum differently: discrete-skills ap-
praaches fractionate the content, leaving the integration o skills up to the learner—a
possible sacrifice of the whole for the parts. At the other end of the continuum, in-
tegrated language approaches maintain the integrity of the content as 2 meaningful
whole, but with the possible loss of mastery of particular skills—a sacrifice of the parts
for the whule. Third, the approaches typically put the loc  f responsibility tor manag-
ing the learning process in differen. places, with discrete-skills approaches placing it
with the teacher and integrated language approaches placing it with the stud. nt, while
the teacher assumes a facilitative, enabling role. Finally, as one moves along the con-
tinuum toward integrated language approaches, more is required of the teacher. To
share with students control over learri~g tasks, to push students beyond the surface
reading of words to their meanings, to set up and f litate situations in which reading
(and writing) arise as natural and purposeful acts—. .« these geals assume sophistication
on the teacher’s part, which in the real world of schools is not always present.

The Typical Pattern of Reading Curriculum and Instruction in Gradss 1-8

The three categories of approach are not found in equal proportion among
schools. For a variety of reasons, the typical pattern of reading instruction in grades 1-
8 favors discreie-skills approaches, and to a lesser extent meaning-oriented approaches
(although there is gredual movement in that direction). This happens beth in the in-
tended reading curriculum —the design of instru ‘ion embedded in published materials,
frameworks and syllabi, and tests —and the enactec reading curriculum —the delivery
of instruction within classrooms.

*Some integrated language approaches, however, stracture the learning --ocess considerably - see Clay

(1987).
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The Intended Reading Curriculum —To understand what schools set out to teach
students in reading, one needs to look at the curriculun designs embedded in publish-
ed reading materials, the district and state curricular frameworks or syllabi that govern
what teachers are expected to do, and the tests that reinforce and account for the
results of teaching.

‘The design of most contemporary reading materials (workbooks, readers,
teachers’ manuais, software) rests on the assumptions and learning theories implied by
discrete-skills or meaning-oriented approaches. Although reading materials in current
use for grades 1 through 8 take a great many forms, by default or by design their con-
tent falls into a predictable pattern (see Calfee, 1986, for an overview of this pattern).
First, the materials structure the content in terms of a fixed sequence of skills to be
learned. The materials oft~n heavily emphasize phonetic decoding skills, the assump-
tion being that these skills foim the strongest foundation for later reading. Alternative-
ly, the materials deemr asize decoding—e.g., by introducing new words that don’t
correspond to a phonetic sequence —but sti!l maintain a fixed structure for introducing
increasingly complex text. Second, the materials include a great many repetitive, out-of-
context drills to establish these skills, typically through workbook exercises designed for
individual seatwork (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985). Third, the
materials either provide few stimuli to help students probe text for meaning or a great
many “comprehension” questions that may detract from the reading itself. Fourth,
vocabulary-controlleC and graded basal readers form the primary text to which students
are exposed in the lower elementary grades (see Section II); in the upper elementary
and junior high schooi grades, the reading fare is more var'ed but generally Yas a
dearth of interesting texts available to the disadvantaged reader.

Although they are clearly a major factor, the designs of contemporary reading
materials alone do not determine what is taught to disadvantaged students. Other for-
ces play an impurtant role, among them (1) instructioral philosophies and curricular
decisionmaking at the teack2r and district levels; (2) the “content” of tests, to
which curriculum planners and teachers often orient their instruction (Carbo, 1988);
(3) state curricular guidelines and mandates; and (4) the fact of =tensive government
investment in remedial and compensatory reading programs. For various reasons,
these forct s teud to reinforce the same “discrete-skills” assumptions about the teachis g
and learning of reading that are embedded in published materials. For one thing,
teachers often take the textbook as the basic structure for their teaching (published
reading matérials include tcachers’ manuals that encourage this practice). For anotber,
multiple-choice standardized testing can most easily capture discrete skills (Carbo,
1988). In additicn, accountability-minded educational agencies at the state and local
levels tend to ereate reading/language arts frameworks and syllabi that are easily tested.

The Enacted Curriculum —The teaching of reading to all students, disadvantaged
or otherwise, tends (o emphasize the discrete-skills emphasis of the materials, tests,
frameworks, and syllabi. In brief, the predominant pattern of reading instruction in
lower elemeatary grades can be summarized as follows (based on Calfee, 1986):

(1) “Reading” is a separate subject from “language arts” (which typically include
various topics such as spelling, grammar, story writing, etc.).
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(2) Insiruction tends to follow the sequence laid out in basal reading series and
relatzd materials, in particular, student workbooks and teac.ie~s’ manuals.

(3) A iarge proportion of instrectional time is devoted to individual seatwork
aimed at practicing these skills —perhaps two-thirds of the typical reading
period (which allows the teacher to work with small reading groups one at a

ime).

(4) Students typically receive reading instruction in small ability-based groups for
a portion of the reading period. In groups, students take turns reading aloud
to the teacher. The relative proficiency of these groups is well known to the
class as a whole and is a basis for social ranking among students.

(5) Instruction in reading “comprehension” is not extensive, and does not involve
much thinking about, or working with, the text.

(6) Assessment of reading instruction (a) reinforces the discrete-skills emphasis of
instruction; (b) emphasizes recall and the location of information rather than
understanding; and (c) tells relatively little about what students really know.

In the upper elementary grades, many elements of this pattern continue, especially
for the poorer readers, who are felt to need further work in building their “basic” read-
ing skills. For the better readers, the “reading” and “language aris” classes become in-
creas y more oriented to literature and composition, and the two are combined ‘n a
subjev. alled “English.” In addition, reading " ecomes a tool in other areas of the cur-
riculum, especialiy social studies and science, but also mathematics. By junior high
schacl, the transition is complete. Students typically are attending separate, tracked
classes in “English,” which generally are differentiated by the students’ proficiency in
reading and writing and which pursue curricula aimed at different ends. At the high
end of the student proficiency continuum, the curriculum aims at preparing students
for high school college preparation tracks (whether or not such tracks are formally
declared), and at the low end for participation in vocational educational or other
equivalent activities.

There are, of course, many variations on the theme, as well as subsfantial devia-
tions from the pattern where educators subscribe to approaches that emphasize a mean-
ing crientation or whole-language approach, but the practices we have described are
widespread enough to form a conventional wisdom about the teaching of reading that
is often unquestioned.

Taken together, the pattern of intended and enacted curriculum just described is a
source of concern to many educators. Efforts to reform the teaching of reading have
zeroed in on a number of assumptions underlying this pattern and have advocated a
substantial shift away from discrete-skills approaches (Anderson et al., 1985). Findings
from thz National Assessment of Educational Progress (LaPointe, 1986; Applebee,
Langer, & Mullis, 1988) further support the contention that, overall, current cur-
riculu{n and instruction i, reading may not challenge students sufficiently. These
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cerns have prompted scme states to develop altogetber different frameworks emphasiz-
ing meaning-oriented or integr ‘ed language approaches (e.g., California State Board
of Education, 1987).

Curriculum and Instruction for Disadvantaged Students

The pattern is more pronounced in schools and classrooms serving large numbers
of disadvantaged students, and is complicated by the various remedial or compensatory
arrangements for helping students in these schools who have trouble learping to read -
and wri‘e. As critics have nointzd out, this instructional pattern appears to work less
well for disadvantaged students than for other~ (see Section n).

Much of what we know about the curriculum and instruction to which disad-
vantaged students are exposed derives from studies of compensatory reading prograrms
and from the literaure on poor readers. From this literature, we can construct the fol-
lowing picture of the enacted curriculum in reading available to this student population.

The primary content of the reading curriculum, as conveyed to most disadvantaged
learners, is a set of disaggregated language skills that lack meaning and coherence. The
disaggregation or “fragmentation” of reading that all students experience in some de-
gree is more pronounced in classes serving large numbers of disadvantaged students for
several reasons. First, these classrooms have a ° 'gh proportion of students who have
not mastered the discrete skills that many teachers piesume to be the building blocks
of reading facility. Naturally enough, teachers often redouble their efforts to teach
these skills. Second, disadvantaged students are less likely to have been exposed to cer-
tain prerequisites for reading skill—e.g., the Standard English vocabulary that appears
in written text. Accordingly, teachers se. out 10 teach this vocabulary in a more sys-
tematic way, which typically means more vocabulary lists, more workbook assignments.
Third, teachers’ failure to take into account the sound systems students bring to
school —e.g., embedded in non-Standard English dialects or other languages spoken at
home —makes the learning of skills such as phonics more difficult for many discd-
vantaged students (Scott, 1988). Once again, teachers’ most natural response is to
work even harder on the phonic skills in ways that confuse students or deprive them of
opportunities to acquire other reading skills. Finally, disaggregating the content of
reading into discrete skills lends itseli to the multiple-setting instructional arrange-
ments encouraged by separately «anded supplementary programs, for example, by
giving students help with decoding in the Chapter 1 resource room and leaving com-
prehens’on to the regular classroom. The result is that disadvantcged students have
relatively less chance to “put it zll together” and *n apply what they are learning to
meaningful and engaging activities involving writteu text.

Disadvantaged students are exposed to reaaing curricula that reflect limited resources
and generally low expectations for their performance Schools that serve large numbers
of working-class and poor children typically proviu. instruction that differs qualitatively
from what is offered to children from more affluent backgrounds. One observer sum-
marized a senics of studies that indicate that “in general [working- :lass and poor]
children receive rote, drill and practice instruction, work that *, higs ly structured and
redundant” (Moll, 1988). Studies that compare instruction across $ icial cizs. Hoes sug-
gest that, by contrast, students in affluent communities are more likely to receive




instruction that promotes analytical abilities and a higher level of literacy skills {Anyon,
1681; Oakes, 1984). Resources for reading instruction —for example, readers,
workbooks, computer software —are often less plentiful in schools serving large con-
centrations of disadvantaged students (see Section V).* This has the effect of narrow-
ing the range of reading content or the types of learning experiences these studeats
may have. In addition, it is well establiched that teachers often expect less of students
who bear zome distingmisLable sign of disadvantagement (e.g., limited English
proficiency, ethnic background).

Teachers tend to treat poor readers in ways that may compound the problems these
students have with reading. Research or poor readers suggests that they are taught dif-
ferently than their more advantaged counterparts. Some might argue that these dif-
ferences are justified; students who feel defeated by a page of tex:, for example, are not
necessarily ones who should be asked to read long works. But a number of scholars
are concerned that the differences in instructional practices such as the following may
work against their learning to read:

e Teachers tend to interrupt poor readers more often thzx good readers to cor-
rect the same kinds of mistakes, with the effect that poor reacers get less prac-
tice developing fluency and less chance to learn self-correction skills (see work
suminarized in Section I).

e Teachers tend to ask poor readers fewer comprehension questions, so that
such students are made to think less about what they are reading (e.g.,
Walmsley, 1986; Garcia & Pearson in Section II o: this report; Moll, Estrada,
Diaz, & Lopes, 1980).

e Poor readers typically have fewer opportunities for silent reading (Applebee et
al., 1988); their oral reading experiences put them “on show"—which exposes
their tailures to others on a regular basis.

e Poor seaders tend to have a narrower range of appropriate texts to read and
are allowed to exercise less discretion in selecting what they will read than
good readers. This pattern reflects, in part, the paucity of goud, interesting
materials for beginning readers: for example, basal reading series still do not
contain sufficient material that reflects iife experienczs of mirority and disad-
vantaged children (see Section 11}.

These practices are understandable, if misgrided. Teachers are naturally wary of
asking too much of a poor reader, but in trying to correct errors and construct manage-
able learning tasks, they risk asking too little or depriving the activity of intrinsic inter-
est or meaning. Because disadvantaged students include a disproportionate number of
poor readers, this danger has grave consequences for this student population.

*Supplementary materials purchased through federal or state categorical programs may be in abundance,
but these are typically kits, games, exercisc books, tapes, etc., designed for discrete skills practic  her
than for extended text reading.




Supplementary instruction adds different “naterials, instructors, settings, and group
contexts and, as « result, makes the readin g program for disadvantaged students more com-
piex. Poor readers among the disadvantag d population are often exposed to two sets
of reading materials, with varying degrees of congruence hetween them (Johnston et
al., 1985). Moreover, supplementa-y program instructors —whether reading specialists,
aides, or others —represent another set of adults with whom students must establish a
relationship. Some evidence suggests that these individeals are not always knowledge-
able about what is being done in the regular reading classroom (see Section I). More
often thap not, supplementary instruction takes piace in a separate setting from the
regular ciassroom, such as a pullout or resource room, though there are various in-class
models for conducting this kind of instruction. Typically, students are assigned to sup-
plementary instruction in small groups that, in effect, label the student as a “poor
reader.”

Effective Reading Curriculum and Teaching for Disadvarnaged Students

There is more agreement among scholars about the typical state and inadequacies
of current reading practices than about what to do to improve the situation. Three
streams of research serve to summarize variables belirved to be related to effective
reading curriculum and instruction for disadvantaged students. The three streams of re-
searck focus, respectively, on (1) “direct instruction” approaches, (2) ways to improve
remedial reading instruction, and (3) active, comprehension-focused reading instruc-
tion. Taken together, these studies point to different variables, depending on the
teachers’ and schools’ instructional goals.

Research on the efficacy of “direct instruction” in reading to disadvantaged stu-
dents has its roots in the national Follow Through Evaluation of the early 1970s; a num-
ber of studies picke 1 up the findings of this research and explored them further. The
approaches studied ook the teaching of basic readir 3 skills as the principal goal of in-
wauction. The model of reading instruction espoused or implied by these works em-
phasizes:

® An emphasis on lower-level literacy skills: Thorough grounding in decoding

skills and vocabulary, as a first step, to compensate for students’ nonstandard
linguistic backgrounds or presumed lack of exposure to the vocabulary typical
of introductory reading materials.

® Rapid- :ing and small, manageable increments of new material: Carefully se-
quenced instruction that introduces new skills in small, manageable steps at a
relatively rapid pace (Barr & Dreeben, 1984; Allington, 1984).

® A directive role for the teacher: Whole-group instruction actively controlled by
the teacher.

® Demonstration-practice-feedback cycle: A repeated cycle of demonstration of
new reading skills, such as the recognition of phonetic patterns, practice with
these skills, and frequent corrective feedback to the student regarding the
mastery of these skills (Rosenshine & Stevens, 1984).
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e Maximized opportunity to learn: School d<cisions (e.g., regarding time alloca-
tion) and efficient teaching practices that maximize students’ opportunity to
learn reading and their engaged learning time in the pursuit of this set of skills.

Recent research and commentary call into question some of the elements of this
model. This approach to teaching reading is probably effective at teaching basic decod-
ing skills and the recognition of vocabulary words to disadvantaged students, but it may
do little to iinprove comprehension and may even inhibit it (Calfee, 1986; Garcia &
Pearson in Section II of this report). For poor readers, in particular, the approach may
also lead unwittingly to the pattern noted above of repetitious instruction in decoding
skills for the poorer readers. Increasingly, reading scholars are abandoning the
linezr/sequential view of the language learning process that underlies this medel for an
interactive, constructivist view (Bridge, 1987; Anderson et al., 1985). In this view, the
learner constructs meaning from text, drawing on various sources of information. The
process simultaneously involves higher-order and lower-order skills, even for students
at the earliest stages in learning to read (Resnick, 1987). Thus, designing curricula that
proceed in a linear way from simple, basic skills to higher-order skills may fail to
engage students sufficiently.

Research that focuses on the poor reader and r.medial or compensatory programs
suggests ways to improve on this model without contradicting it altogether. Implicit in
much of the research on remedial and compensatory reading instruction to date is the
assumption that these programs are concerned primarily with increasing stuaznis’ basic
skills in reading. While reinforcing the emphasis on certzin variables from. the first
tradition (e.g., the amount of time allocated to reading: poor readers need more of it
than others), this body of work concentrates on other variables, among them the
following:

® The nature of corrective feedback: The manner of the teacher’s corrective
behavior: e.g., reducing the aumber of interruptions during oral reading
(Allington, 1980).

® An emphasis on sustained silent reading and the development of fluency: The
opportunity for daily silent reading in addition to, or in place of, oral rcading
as well as a focus on developing reading fluency (Allington, 1983).

e Deemphasis on lower-level decoding skills: Relatively less time spent on
worksheet-based practice in decodirg skills, vocabulary, etc.

® Curricular congruence: Coherznce in regular and supplementary reading
curricula and instructional approaches (Johnston et al., 1985).

The adjustments to curriculum and instructional approach implied by the preced-
ing list may not go far enough if schools and teachers take comprehens:on, which many
take as fundamental to successful reading (Anderson et al., 1985), as the primary goal
of reading. That goal —facilitating the students’ construction of meaning from written
text—may be better served by active attempts to teach comprehension strategies as
well as to provide opportunities for students to interact with a wide range r £ written
text (Pearson, Dole, Duffy, & Roehler, in press). In particular, such instruction might
be characterized by explicit efferts to teach students to (1) d¢ .ermine what is
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important, to the reader and the author, in written texi (see Section II); (2) synthesize
information across large units of text (Brown & Day, 1983}; (3) use and alter prior ¢
knowlege in seeking to understand text (Roth, 1986); (4) draw inferences from text
(Pearson, 1985): (5) pose questions of each other during 2nd following the reading of
text (e.g., Palincsar & Brown, 1984); and (6) monitor their own comprehension (e.g.,
Clay, 1987).

This kind of strategic focus implies further amendments to the research-based
model of effective reading instruction described above. From this perspective, disad-
vantaged students are likely to be better served by:

® Active, comprehension-focused curricula that emphasize meaning from the
earliest stages This does not mea however, that teaching decoding sk™'ls is
unimportant, but rather that decoding is not the primary focus of instruction;
instead, decoding is viewed as one of several tools to heip students constrict
meaning.

® Exposure to a wide variety of text, with less (or no) use of phoneticaily
ccatrolled or vocabulary-controlled basal readers.

® liistruction in which students are a resource for one another’s learning, for ex-
ample, as reading partners. or as group critics and facilitators in “reciprocal
teaching” approaches (Palincsar & Brown, 1984).

® Instruction in which teachers play an active role, as in direct instruction models,
but with greater emphasis on explicit tenching of comprehession strategies (Duffy
et al., 1987).

© Leaming activities that place reading in the contex of a real task or application,
thus providing the student with a compelling reason :o read.

Many of these elements are found in integrated language approaches, but tnere
remaius little evidence to date regarding the positive or negative effects of such ap-
proaches on disadvantaged students. Some critics wonder whether the iraplied teach-
ing approach, often indire. . .nd facilitative, will work well with: this student population
(see Section I).

Writing

In many respects, the literature on the content and teaching of writing in elemen-
tary and junior high schools parallels that of reading. As discussed above, reading and
writing share a common cognitive core; thus, we approach the review in a similar
fashion, although with some differences, which reflect the fact that writing and reading
involve different cognitive process behaviors (Langer, 1986). ‘We begin with alternativ.
ways scholars approach writing and argue that a sociocognitive perspective on writing is
the most useful for understanding writing.curriculum 2xud instruction for students in
general and, specifically, for disadvantaged students. Next, we review alternative ap-
proaches to writing instruction, examine the theoretical basis for each, and assess their
applicability to instructing disadvantaged students. We then examine the writing cur-
riculum in elementary and junior high schools and the pat‘ tmns of typical practice.
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Finally, we review what is known about the effective teaching of writing an.d draw im-
plications from it for teaching disadvantaged students.

Scholarship in writing over the last decade has helped to asticulate the intellectual
processes writers employ and has documented to some extent the relationships be-
tween these processes and the context in which the learning takes place. Four major
strands of research in the field have contributed to this understanding by approaching
writ:ag as follows:

® Writing as a cognitive process. Researchers following this strand view vriting as

mainly a problem-solving task (Hayes & Flower, 1980; Beaugrande, 1984;
Cooper and Matsuhashi, 1983). On the basis of observing and interviewing
writers, a cognitive model of the writing process has been developed. Sub-
sequent research attempts to identify the manner in which writers with varying
characte stics follow this model. Much of this research has £~ ved on dif-
ferences oetween expert and novice writers.

e Writing as a developmental process. Closely related to the cognuive perspec-
tive, cther scholars are concerned with the acquisition of written language.
Work by such researchers as Graves (1981), Calkins (1979), and Dyson (1983)
has increased our understanding of the developmental stages of learning to
write. Langer (1986) and others argue that this view is different from the ex-
pert/novice studies described above —that an inexperienced (rovice) writer
sh.uld not be equated with a young child in the process of acquiring written
language.

e The social context for writing and learning to write. The view of writing
espoused by another group of researchers has focused on the context within
which persons learn to write. 1nis view recognizes the importance of the
home, the workplace, the community, and the classroom. Researchers follew-
ing the contextual view have shown that children learn much about writing
before they come to school, and this early conte ~ must be acknowledged in
any discussion of the acquisition of written language (Cochran-Smith, 1984;
Taylor, 1983; Teale, 1986; Heath, 1983). These researchers argue that learning
to write is not simply skill acquisition, but is learning to enter . to discourse
communities, which have their own rules and expectations (Freedman, Dyson,
Flower, & Chafe, 1987).

e Writing as a sociocognitive process. Still other scholars have sought to integrate
cognitive and social processes; they recognize that cognitive processes are in-
fluenced, in part, by the particular context within which the learning occurs
(Langer, 1986; Freedman et al, 1987). The writing process is shaped by both
the writer’s prior knowledge and the purposes 2nd audiences for a given writ-
ing task. Inlooking at the writing process, the purpose and audience of the
writing must be considered. This view thus attempts to integrate the theoreti-
cal perspectives of both the cognitive and social context traditions.

Of these strands, we believe the last offers the most powerful concepts .or under-
standing writing curriculum and instruction for disadvantaged students. It explicitly ac-
knowledges the impact of student background and social context cn writing processes
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or learning to write, while including a conception of writing as a problem-solving task
that calls for an intellectually complex set of responses.

Given this view of writing, two sets of conicerns must be considered before a pic-
ture of effective writing curriculum and instruction for disadvantaged students can be
developed. Asin the case of reading, as.umptions about the students’ linguistic back-
grounds must be considered, since this background provides students not only with a
context for, but with varying forms of, expression that shape their view of written com-
munication. And, like reading, writing may serve fundamentally different purposes,
depending or: the avdience, the genre (e.g,, storytelling, expository writing, personal
cominunication, etc.) within which the students are working and the level of intellec-
tual performance they are expecied to achieve.

Assumptions About Linguistic Background—Deficit models typically assume that
differences in the student linguistic backgrounds are a major cause of weak writing per-
formance, and that students of nonmainstream linguistic backgrounds will achieve
higher levels of writing if teachers effectively teach the discrete skills needed to write
correctly. However, ny writing scholars believe that student performance is in-
fluenced by factors o. 2r than the lack of grammatical and syntactical similarities be-
tween the students’ linguistic background and the linguistic conventions expev.ed in
school-sponsored writing.

Heath (1981) believes students’ lack of achievement is influenced, in large part, by
the lack of fit between the functions of writing outside school an¢ those served by most
vaethods of writing instruction. Heath maintairs that to build effective programs of
writing instruction, these out-of-school functions need to be integrated into school-
sponsored writing. Hendrix (1981) agrees with Heath and argues that uses of writing
outside of school as weli as the students’ motivation and needs should be considered in
school-sponsored writing — that 1s, school-sponsored writing should no. be separated
from the personal, social, or political aspects of life. He writes that ine most effective
instructional efforts will be those that stress “human validity” as well as correctness and
clarity.

Others argue thai the functional mismatch between community and school tasks is
too simplistic an account of disadvantaged stude ats’ failure to acquire adequate
literacy. Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz, and Simons (1981) argue that all children learning
to read and write must learn new communicative strategies. However, learning these
new strategies will be especially difficult for children who come from homes where
most communication is oral, as compared to those who come from homes where
printed language is common. In light of such theory and commentary, it is clear that in-
struction that focuses only on discrete skills of grammar and mechanics v 1 not address
the needs of the disadvantaged child.

Assumptions About Tyres of Writing and Levels of Literacy -1t is widely accepted
that the types of writing that are to be learned and the level of literacy to which instruc-
tion is aimed greatly affect the content and approach to teaching writing, and ultimately
* ~skills learners acquire. In the case of disadvantaged students, especially those ex-

riencing diffi:ulties in learning how to write, it is tempting for schools to as. -uae that
«ese students only need ‘o learn the kinds of writing associated with lower levels of
“unctional literacy, as discussed at the beginning of this chapter.
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These assumptions can severely limit the kinds of skills that disadvantaged stu-
dents develop in writing instruction and the uses to which they may put the writing.
Scholars have long established that different genres of writing are associated with task
structures that require the writer to convey different meaning to the reader. More
recent writing research indicates that different genres of writing pla-  different cogni-
tive demands on the learner (Langer, 1986). The perceived appropriaieness of these
demands for particular learners influences beliefs about the goals of teaching writing.
That is, the kinds of writing assigned i. students and associated instructional goals are
intluenced by the teachers’ perception of the student’s ability to master the demands
required of the task.

Thus, in several ways, writing instruction for disadvantaged studewts is influenced
by beliefs about the appropaiateness of certain kinds of writing tasks and about the way
students will use writing outside of school. The writing instruction provided to disad-
vantaged students may not promote what some authors have described as “high
literacy” (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1986). Hig> ““aracy, as described by Resnick and
Resnick (1977), has been a tradition in the education of the elite. Such a level of
literacy is aimed at developing students’ linguistic and verbal reasoning abilities. On
the other hand, low literacv promotes the minimum level of reading and writing and
reflects the eaucation that is typically available to the disadvantaged.

Approaches to the Teaching of Writing

The most commoa approachss to the teachi~g of writing draw in varying degrees
on the i ase of scholarship about the acquisition of wiiting skills. Although there are
matly instructional alternatives associated with particular methods (e.g., freewriting,
conferencing, sentence combining, e.c.), three broad categories of approach to the
teachirz of writing can be distinguished that parallel the approaches to teaching read-
ing {. ‘ribed earlier:

o Component skills approaches. This category of approaches fecuses on the dis-
crete skills that are assumed to be the “building blocks” of writing fazility: °n-
manship, spelling, punctuation, grammar, paragraphing, etc. Instruction in this
tradition places great emphasis on drills and practice exercises aimed at con-
veying to students the sets of rules by which written language is correctly
rendered.

e Process approaches. Ancther, more recent category of approaches seeks to
teach students the process of writing described by expert writers. This
category of approach to teaching writing :s based on the above-mentioned
“writing as a cognitive process” strand of research on writing. This process in-
cludes stages such as prewriting, generation of tcxt, critical review of written
text, and revision. Instruction in this tradition tends to place much more atten-
tion on getting students to generate text and subsequently refine it, during the
course of which the “mechanics” of writing are gradually learned. This teach-
ing practice focuses primarily on learners’ coguitive activities, rather than on
the substance of their texts (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1982).
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® Whole-language approaches. A third category of approaches, noted previously
in discussing reading, shifts the emphasis onto the meaningful use of lanpuage.
Fellowing the “whole language” philosophy (Altwerger, Edelsky, & Flores,
1987), instruction is typically designed to integrate writing with reading and
oral expressior: and to create situations in which students have “authentic”
reasons to communicate with the written word. The substance and structure of
the writing are of primary concern.

The three categories rest on different theoretical bases and concerns about the
te.c ‘ing of writing. The first presumes that the ability to write grows out of a grasp of
mechanics. Rather like discrete-skills approaches to reading, this et of approaches
presumes that one must learn “the basics” first, and then one can engage in meaningful
and more complex expression. As mentioned above, the belief that the quality of the
writing produced by linguistically different students can be enhanced through instruc-
tion in grammar still prevails in much of the writing instruction offered to K-12
students,

The second category acknowledges that writing is a complex process and that the
stages within this process can serve as the framework for appraopriate learning ac-
tivities. An avalanche of recent research has developed the view that writing is ttera-
tive: the writer moves back and forth between the general stages in the writing
process. Moreover, subprocesses have been identified under this superordinate
process. How to help less competent writers to understand and internalize these
processes is a central issue for curriculum developers and for classroom teachers
implementing instruction that is driven by a process view of writing.

The third category assumes that, without a meaningtul context for communication,
neither the mechanics nor the process will be well learned. In this tradition, teachers
seek to highlight the contextual components of a given writing task. Among these com-
ponents are qudience concerns and expectations, the writer's purpose, and the conven-
tions associated with a particular form of writing. All of these factors inform the
cognitive demands of, and subsequent strategies employed in response to, a writing
assigrament,

As with the approaches to the teaching of reading, we can make some observa-
tions about the appropriateness of these approaches to the instruction of disadvantaged
learners. Assuming that “high” literacy is the goal for teaching this.student population
as for the student population as a *vhole, the first category of approaches appears to
have the least to offer. There s little built into these approaches that guarantees any-
thing beyond a grasp of mechanics. By contrast, the second and third categories seem
to sugeest teaching approaches more likely te yield higher levels of literacy. In a cur-
riculum aimed at developing such literacy, what is to be learned would most likely
come from a purposefully guiced construction of, and inieraction with, text rather than
from the teacher’s lirect instruction or exercise activities (Bereiier & Scardamalia,
1982).
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Writing Curriculum and Instruction in Grcdes 1 through 8

Curriculum and instruction in writing tend to fall into a predictable pattern that
parallels the focus of reading instruction on discrete skills. The pattern appears both in
the intended curriculum and as it is enacted in classrooms; however, unlike reading in-
struction, which has been greatly influenced by textbooks, writing instrction has not
relied as heavily on the structure of published materials.*

Intended Curriculum—As in the case of reading, the predominant pattern of cur-
riculum designed for elementary and junior high schoal- displays the component skills
approach discnssed above. Unlike reading, howcver, writing daes not always occupy a
central position in the curricutum. It has often been observed that in elementary
schools, at least, relatively little writing is done at all, and that writing instruction
primarily emphasizes component skills —the “mechanics” of writing (Pearson & Gal-
lagher, 1983; Graves, 1978). With the exception of language arts rnaterials that deal
with language mechanisms, textbooks exert relatively little influence on the writing cur-
ricuturn, which brings both an advantage and a disadvantage. The advantage is that
writing instruction is not so bound by thie structure of the *exts (except in traditional
“language arts” programs), as is frequently the case in reaa. .g instruction. The disad-
vantage is that the classroom teacher has access to min‘fmum guidelines for teaching
writing; without a textbook o structure their teaching, raany teachers are less likely to
offer writing instruction.

The typical writing progiam in grades 1 through 8 —often described as, or sub-
sumed within, “language arts"—seeXks to inculcate a set of skills related to the surface
features of written text: spelling, punciuation, gramim.., paragraphing, etc. The struc-
ture of the curricutum varies somewhat from district to C_sirict and state to state, but
the following ingredients are common'y ~mphasized: (1) granmar, including sentence
parts, sentence structure, and sente nce #ypes; (2) pasts of speech; (3) paragraph writ-
ing; and (4) a hierarchy of genres, for example, writing a letter a¢ the fiist grade level
and writing a newspaper editorial at the eightb grade level. A substantial emphasis is
given to mechanical correctness. Restricied writing activiiies (short answer or fill-in-
the-blanks) are by far the most common acti. ities and extended writing activities
remain infrequent (Applebee, 1983).

A review of five wide.y used language arts textbooks (conducted for this study)
reveals that, in theory, the curriculum (as represented by the txtbooks) recognizes the
whole-languzge approach; however, in practice, the integration of  ing into the lan-
guage arts curriculuw. is minimal. Of the five textbooks we review ., one made practi-
cally no connections among the various components of the language arts progran; a
component skills approach was apparent. Some relationships were noted between
grammar instruction and writir instruction; however, no relationship was made be-
tween reading assignments ana students’ writing. Writing was treated sepaiately, thus
decreasing the authenticity of the writing assignments.

*The statemcut does nat hold for traditional “language arts” materials, of which Jiere are a great many
and which arc heavily used in the classroom.




On the other hand, one of the five textbooks followed a ‘iterature-based approach
to teaching language arts. Writing was aa integrated part of the program, offering stu-
dents instruction in the writing process and an opportunity to interact with a reading
text through writug.

The remaiung three textbooks we reviewed advocated a process approach .0
teaching writing a.d integrating the component parts of writing into a whole-language
approach; however, the particular lessons contained witt 'n the textbooks did not reflect
this kind of integration. For the most part, writing was treated as a discreis skill,
relegated to the end of each chapter in the book. Less space and less variety of instruc-
tion was given to writing than in the other two texts.

Typically, state and district frameworks and curricular guidelines reinforce the pat-
tern of skills-oriented writing instruction just described. Some states have undertaken
an ambitiovs restructuring of the writing curriculum through frameworks, model cur-
riculuin guides, and assessment programs. For example, the state of California has
developexi (1) a curriculum framework intended t) serve as the framework for all dis-
trict curricula within the state, (2) 4 statement of curriculum standards intended to give
assistance to dist. cts in translating the framework inio more specific curriculum goals,
and (3) a statew.de testing program that is directly related to the state framework and
curriculum standards. Several features of this framework iilustrate an attempt to
redefine the intended curriculum in ways ¢hat incorporate principles of writing instruc-
tion espoused by whole-language and some process-oriented theorists.

Other state framewcrks are beginning to gisplay a similar emphasis, but this has
yet to work its way into copimon practice. In reviewing three states’ frameworks
(California, Maryland, Virginia), we found striking similarities among these
frameworks in terms of their stated goals. All three emphasized the following goals:

© Students will understand and use the stages in the process of writing.

e Students will write for a variety of purposes, developing an understanding or
voice, audience, form, and content.

® Stucents will value writing for personal ar.” social reasons (e.g., s a vehicle for
self-discovery and alsr as a means of empowerment).

Virginia was the only state to identify, as a separatc goal, writing for creative ex-
pression. Thus, it appears that the formal curriculum, as designated by the framewors,
reflects much »f what is popular in current thincing abont the teaching of writing. Yet,
the teaching strategies for imple menting this curriculum have yet to reflect this em-
phasis.

The Enacted Curriculum —Few studies are available that provide us witl, a com-
prehensive picture of how the intended curriculum in writing is translated into class-
rosm writing instruction. The results of the Natinnal £ ssessment of Educational
Progress for 1984, reported by Applebee, Langer, and Mublis (1986), included results of
questionnaire data asked of fourtil-, eighth-, and eleventh-grade students about the
managemen: of the writing process and the writing instruction they received. The data
from the fourth and eighth graders provide some indicaticn of the enacted wr ‘ing cur-
riculum occurring in elementary and junior Iiab school classrooms.
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The highlights of these results are listed below:

® Most students, majority and minority alike, are unable to write adequately ex-
cept in response to the simplest of tasks.

® American students can write at a miniimal level, but cannot express themselves
well enough to ensure that this writing will accomplish the intended purpose.

e Students had less difficulty with tasks requiring short responses based on per-
sonal experiences; however, less than 19% of the eighth graders and 2% of the
fourth graders wrote adequate or better responses.

® Few students understood and considered strategies of t+~ writing process.
During revision and editing, a large proportion of students reported that they
focus on the mechanics, such as spelling and punctuation.

e Students reported that their teachers are more likely to mark mistakes than to
show an interest in what they write or to make suggestions for the next paper.

e Students who report doing more planning, revising, and editing are better
writers than those who report doing less.

Students who reported writing three or more reports, and essays during a 6-week
period had higher achievement levels than students who reported doing no v titing
during the time period. Twenty-two percent of the fourth graders and 12% of the
eighth graders reperted doing no writing.

The authors conclude that a~tivities oriented toward the writing process have
begun to be incorporated into wriing instruction; however, the results indicate that
these activities have not been carried out in a way that facilitates students’ higher-order
thinking and ability to think about what they are writing. The authors offer two major
recommendations:

o Students need broad-baszd experiences in which reading and writing tasks are
integrated into their w % throughout the curriculum.

& Instruction in the writi..g process needs to focus on teaching students how to
think more effectively as they write.

The state frameworks that we reviewed contain goals in alignment with these
recommendations; howeve., the textbooks, although moving in that direction, have not,
for the most part, provided instructional guidelines that would promote more complex
and elaborated text.

Effectit - Teaching of Writing to Disadvantaged Students

In contrast to reading research, little research has examined effective aprrraches
to teaching disadvantaged students in writiag. However, some studies of the vaficacy of
instructional strategies for all students and on strategies for teaching writing to linguisti-
cally different students give clues to appropriate approaches for disadvaniaged students.

Effective Instructional Strategies—Numerous claims are advanced “bout the ef-
ficacy of particular ztethods of writing instruction, for example, holding conferences
(Graves, 1978), freewriting (Elbow, 1973), teaching rhetoric of invention (Young,
1976), and providing opp<rtunities for sentence combining (Pelion, 1969). Others

1V-21



have argued that instead of discussing these specific kinds of instruction, it is more use-
ful to try to develop more general categories of instruction. Hillocks (198%) does this
in his meta-analysis of research on the teaching of writing over the past 2L years. He
compares four modes of writing instruction:

® The presentational mode is characterized by (1) clear and specific objectives,
(2) lecture and teacher-led discuss:ons, (3) the study of models that illustrate a
concept, and (4) specific assignments.

¢ The natural process mode is characterized by (1) generalized objectives, (2)
freewriting, (3) writing for audiences of peers, (4) opportunities to revise, and
(5) high levels of interaction among students.

® The environmental mode is characterized by (1) clear and specific objectives, -
2) materials selec.ed to engage students with each other in specific processes
important to some aspect of writing, and (3) high levels of peer interaction.

® The individual zed mode is charactenized by (1) students receiving instruction
through tutorials, and (2) programmed instruction.

In his meta-unalysis, Hillocks (1986) included only stedies that used both pre- and
posttest student writing samples to assess effectiveness. Thus, only a small proportion
of the available research was included; this review is limited by the small number of
studies included in each category. These small numbers did not allow more discrete
meta-analysis of these categories by age of students, economic status, or other student
characteristics that are of interest in the present stu¢  “verall, his meta-analysis indi-
cated that the environmental mode wes far superior to the other three approaches.

The distinguishing characteristics of this mode of instruction—in particular, the em-
phasis on group interaction and clear and specific objectives —apparently seem mor-
able to engage students in activities that promote good writing skills. However, an ef-
fective, balanced program is likely to draw appropriately from all four me.;ss.

Whatever the category of writing instruction, Applebee and Langer (1983) argue
for a “substantive” rather than “procedural” approach to teaching writing. Rather than
stressing the component skills of v-iting, «1e authors advocate focusing on the language
task that is to be carried out by the student (Brune., 1978; Cazden, 1980). Teachers fol-
lowing this approach must (1) identify the difficultics thai particuiar students will h. e
when approaching a writing task, (2) select appropriate strategies that will help stu-
de its overcome these difficulties, and (3) structure the task in such a way that these
strategies are explicit, thus