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Atthe sixteenth Annual Eu gene Direct Instruction
Conference three excellence in education awards
were made by the Board of Directors. These awards
went to Chip Kiger for Teacher of the Year, Judith
Hurle for Administrator of the Year, and to Edward
Kameenui for Researcher of the Year.

ADI Teacher of the Year—Chip Kiger

This year the Association for Direct Instruction
announced Chip Kiger as the ADI recipient for the
Teacher of the Year. Chip is a resource room teacher
at Washington Elementary School in the Eugene,
Oregon, 4] School District. He has been a special
education teacher for a number of years using Direct
Instruction teaching techniques and many published
programs. He is extremely hard-working and it
shows in the achievement of his students.

Chip Kiger

Chip has been host to to a number of research
projects is his classroom, including field testing of
several early versions of programs such as Expressive
Writing and Corrective Reading. Input and feedback
from teachers on DI programs are invaluable to pro-
gram authors as well as teachers and students that
will be using the program for years to come.

Chip Kiger’s classroom has been considered a
model implementation site for anumber of years and
practicum students are frequently placed in Chip's
room because of his exemplary teaching practices.
University practicum students receiveanexceptional
model of high expectations for academic success,
effective behavior management skills, positive in-
teractions with students, and great organizationaj
skills. Chip has a reputation for being one of the best
special education teachersin the Eugene/Springfield
area.

Awards for Excellence in Educatic

ADI Administrator of the Year—Judith Hurle

Judith Hurle, Early Childhood Director o
Bridgeport Public Schools in Connecticut, is las
responsible for a very successful Follow Thr
implementation in Bridgeport. She not only
paigned to get a Direct Instruction Follow Thr
program in the city, but also serves as an a
director of the program. She makes sure tha
needs of the program are met by dealing with iz
that administrators typically ignore, such ac
teacher who is not performing, the schedule
doesn’t quite work, or the group of children tt
not progressing at an adequate rate.

If there are unanticipated training needs, |
sees to it that training time and substitute teac
are provided. Because of Judy, Bridgeport is at
respond to the full range of problems in a ti
manner, resulting in a program that produces
standing performance gains.

Judith Hurle is a true advocate of children, n
of whom are demographically predicted to per!
at the historic levels of SEL and ghetto childre
Bridgeport, but who now have a very good ch.
for academic success. Thanks, Judy.

ADI Research of the Year—Edward Kameenu:

Edward Kameenui has conducted extensivc
search in the area of effective instructional pract
Thisresearch had evaluated implicationof the D:
Instruction theory in a variety of contexts, suc
reading, mathematics, and social studies. In
research, he has soughtto determine the effective
ofa variety of methods—explicitinstruction, gra
organizers, example selection, and so forth.
research has made a substantial contribution to v
we know about designing effective instructis
practices.

Ed Kameenui
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Annual

ADl Awards-—Continued

Ed won the award for excellence in research not recognition of the immense complexity of learning
merely because of the quality of the research he has disabilities and the importance of curriculum to the

. . R , development of both the science and pedagogy of
conducted, which is extensive — over 30 articles, as 1eamini, disabilities. Although wepha vEg g’; de

well as three books and eight chapters — but also for progress in recognizing the complexity of learning
his promotion of the scientific method in education. disabllities as a psychological, historical, and theo-
Ed argues articulately and passionately for a scien- retical construct, very little progress has been made
tific pedagogy of education. His interest and his :“m; ‘;;i"ci‘l"i‘:tgmt:eit:ig;t‘ifn::p‘t:"ji;‘s;‘i‘;::u:ts 1;:
research have led him to focus these efforts on cur- port ant to the dev clopm entofa pedagogy (scientific
riculum reform, particularly for students with or not) of learning disabilities.

learning disabilities. As Ed has written: ) .
Ed’s research and his teaching clearly makes e

Most assuredly though, the development of a cation more of a profession. &

pedagogy based on that science would require...the

See pages 42-45 for information on the...

What's NEW at this year’s conference:

- Based on your feedback, the ADI Board has redesigned this year's conference:

Keynote Speakers

= Jean Osborn - Assistant Director, Center for the Study of Reading
# Barbara Bateman - Professor, University of Oregon

w Zig Engeimann - Professor, University of Oregon

= Linda Youngmayr - Administrator, Modesto (CA) City Schools

RNew Sessions

Reasoning and Writing -— A new Language program for K - 3rd grade.
Connecting Math Concepts — A new math program for K - 3rd grade.
Higher Order Thinking Skills

Administgative Issues in Instruction

Literature and Reading Mastery

Applications of Curriculum Based Assessment to Direct Instruction
Research on Reading Comprehension

Beginning Reading Instruction - What works

Design of Direct Instruction Programs

§ 58883558 %§
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Treasurer’s Repori—

by Wes Becker

The Association continues to limp along finan-
cially. Without the Handicapped Preschool, which
will be forming its own non-profit corporationin the
near future, the core of the Association (which fo-
cuses on conferences, the ADI WNews and discount
book sales to members) would have assets of ap-
proximately $24,000. The loss for the year comes
from these basic ADI operations, not the preschool.

WE NEED SUBMISSIONS!

Send your articles or ideas for articles to:

Wes Becker, Editor
ADI News
PO Box 10252
Eugene, Oregon 97440

Association for Direct Instruction Trea
Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30,

Cash Balance e iisvesesirsessssnssersssersisnes $3
Inventory, equipment, other ..o 51
TOtal ASSELS rccveeerrirnsrrrrneremrssrecesssesaesevensnsnens $4
Income
Handicapped Preschool ......ooocievinans $32
Memberships ..o §1
BOOK SAlES c.iver e crssrisiiriesssrisnesserassnssansnesa D2
CONBTEIICES ctevreersnrrresrernir e sseresssnesesserss PO
T et eecsesereeessnensesssats arras srnaren s sosaseseias 4
Total INCOIMNE rvveverrrrireriesiresereesrsrasesessseses 445
Expenses (Direct}
Preschoo] e $27
ADI News and book cost .ovvvvrvcccrnnnne $3
CONFETENICES cioreereerereee e rsanieasenrrerresmsrecres %9
Total Direct EXPenses .rersiesinnas %40
Administrative Expenses
Preschoo] v e seesmennense %4
Membership, News and books ...
Total Administrative Expense .....c......... $5
Percent of total eXPenses ... {1
TOTAL EXPENSES ....ovviiivreerreenrerenenn 545’
GAIN {LOSS) FOR YEAR ..occccrircrenenn o ($

ents fro

Berta Bender from Monterey, California, sent the
following comments to the ADI News. The first four
are from her students in her Elementary Resource
Program. The last is from an older man who at-
tended a presentation on DI reading,.

About Reading Mastery I'V., This comment was
made by a fifth grader and was mostly about the
solar system. “What grade would I have to beinifI
weren’t in here, 30 I could learn about this?”

About Corrective Math. This conversation took
place with a fifth-grade girl in the middle of a long
multiplication problem. “How come I get every-
thing right in this, but I don’t get anything right
anywhere else? Isaid, “Because the authors wrote

h@@@

these books so that they would work like
you.” She said, “I don't have any idea wha

even talking about. The only thing I know f
these books malke my mind happy.”

Afteraday withaveryattractive womans
that had no experience with DI, this comn
made by a fifth grade boy: “She isn’t smar
to work in this room.”

After a presentation on DI Reading. T
ment was made by an older man that hac
until all other people left. “I don’t read.
understand everything you said, but I thi:
could learn to read if somebody could teac
way.”
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by Siegfried Engelmann

The suit that I brought against the California State
Board, Department of Education and Curriculum
‘Commission, was an attempt to reverse what 1 see as
extremely sick practices in education (not merely in
reading). The practices go something like this:

» Educators become enamored with a theoretical

stance.

* They find, at best, peripheral data or anecdotal
information to support it.

@ They completely avoid all forms of data, field
testing, and input from people who have suc-
cessfully taught the subject or discipline.

» They formulate guidelines that require instruc-
tional practices toadhere to the prescribed stance.

¢ When the plan fails, they experience a conve-
nient loss of memory because, in the meantime,
they have adopted a new, theoretical position.

The greatest paradox with this entire process is
that the rhetoric issued by the mainline educators is
rich in moral indignation and uncompromising in
what the educational system must do to create equity
for all and to maximize the individual potential of all
children. While the rhetoricabounds, therather ugly
factis that not one single person within the decision-
making hierarchy has an expert understanding of
teaching or management. Not one person has dem-
onstrated the ability to create equity, to teach kids in
away thatimproves their performance far above that
predicted by demography. Experts—people who
actually know how to do it consistently and have
demonstrated knowledge of what it takes to create
“equity” or realize “potential”—have precisely no
input in the formula. Instead, the process is domi-
nated by extremely naive cognitive psychologists,
social workers, and decision-makers with teaching
skills and knowledge no greater than that of the
garden-variety traditional teacher.

These decision-making practices arenowhere more.
dramatically demonstrated than in California.

First, the theory: Whole Language. The evidence
that it works: None.

A correlation does exist: New Zealand, the most
literate nation in th& world, uses whole language.
Unfortunately, this “data” is based on the performance
of 18-year-old students, and equally unfortunately,
New Zealand has a rigid tracking system. Less than
15 percent of the 18-year-olds in New Zealand are stu-
dents.
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Aside from this “fact,” what data does the.
proach have? None. Furthermore, its theoret
cornerstone is not capable of supporting very mi
weight. Whole language is based on the supposit
that written languageislanguage. Unfortunately.
reputable linguist would accept this description.
Ronald Langacker put it in hisbook, Languageanc
Structure, “Language is speech and the lingui
competence underlying speech. Writing is nom
than asecondary, graphicrepresentation of langu:

Theassumption of wholelanguageis that work
any aspect of language induces reading skills.
that's true, one wonders why so many intellig
people who lived 100 years ago were illiterate.

Obviously, reading is unlike most language
changes. The closest parallel to reading and spe
would be an exchange in which one speaker s
something and the second repeated it verbatim. (0
second person is the “reader.”)

Speaker 1: You are a nice person.
Speaker 2: You are a nice person.
Spealker 1: Did you cut your finger?
Speaker 2: Did you cut your finger?

Aside fromexchangesinvolving an echoic pers
these “conversations” are rare. Reading, howet
involves registering or saying exactly what the t
says. The extent to which “deviations” are accep
is the extent to which the person is not “reading”

~ guessing or being preempted from understand

-what the text says. Reading is like language only
one sense: once you register what the text says, j
understand it. Once somebody says, “That man v
on the horse,” youunderstand what that means. Y
don’t distort it to something like, “What manis o
horse,” which unfortunately is what word-guess:
sight readers might do.

Support for whole language comes from Kenn
Goodman; however, Goodman’s position is clea
theoretical camouflage for the fact that whole-l
guage and sight-reading approaches induce wt
guessing. Goodman tries to justify word guessit

It'sinteresting that whole-languageadvocatese
decision makers who are endoftsing whole langu:
don’t laugh when they present some of Goodma
arguments. Perhaps the grand prize winner is «
that he and his wife proposed in “Twenty Questi(
About Teaching Language”:




Early in our miscue research, we concluded that a
story is easier toread than a page, a page easier than
a paragraph, a paragraph easier than a sentence, a
sentence easier than a word, and a word easier than
a letter,

Thisis a very interesting position because we have
afairamountof data about how many trials and how
much exposure it takes for a child to learn to read a
Ietter. In fact, a fair number of children come into
kindergarten withability to read notonly a letter, but
possibly most of them. What's perhaps most fasci-
nating about these children is that they can‘t read. It
would be tempting to conclude that they are some
sort of developmental aberrations that somehow
failed to learn to read stories,which, according to the
Goodmans, is many times easier than readingletters.
These strange children didn’t even learn the second-
easiest or third-easiest category—reading pages,
paragraphs, or even sentences.

How could anybody read this sort of drivel and
not laugh? One might be tempted to suppress belly
laughs if the Goodmans’ “miscue research” had led
to superior instructional practices, or any data that
" improved the teaching of reading. Unfortunately,
there is no such data. There’s no suggestion that the
Goodmans are any betterat teaching children to read
than the average language-experienced teacher who
producesa fair percentage of functional non-readers
and poor readers.

The state of California apparently reasons a lot
like the Goodmans. To support the whole-language
assault onreading, the California School Leadership
Academy assembled a 250-page packet for training
administrators. Thearticles in the packetsharealack
of understanding of instruction. One, written by
Karen Galeano, is titled “Mother Goose in the LES
Classroom.” Galeano suggests that Mother Goose is
appropriate for elementary-grade, limited-English
students. Her pedagogy is as sophisticated as her
understanding of the programmatic needs of limited-
English children.

When a child has a chance to comment on a poem,
and his words are written by the teacher and shared
.., two things happen. First, the child realizes the
value of what he says, His words are important
enough to be shared with his classmates. He be-
comes a ‘published author.” Second, he can go back
to his words and read them,...or pretend to, if he
can’t read yet ...he knows that these marks on the
paper represent what he said. This is written lan-
guage and has meaning. :

Possibly Galeano’s children are going at it the
wrong way. They may be trying to read a mark at a
time, rather than doing what the Goodmans’ suggest
is easier—reading the whole story.

The most insulting article in the packet carrie
ponderous title, “Equity and Access in a Lang
Arts Program for All Students.” The articleis wi
by Phillip Gonzales. The basic suggestion, anc
thatis apparently endorsed by the state of Califc
is to put all children, from gifted to LES, in the:
classroomand present the same excursioninto i
ture to all of them. Gonzales’ reasoning (such as
assumes that if all kids are in the same place an
being treated to the same discussion, there mu
equity of some sort. Equity to all, in other wi
boils down to whether children have a seat
classroom in which literature is being discusse

Just as common sense would put a cloud ove
Goodmans’ assertion that a child could more e
read a paragraph than a sentence, and thatalim
English child could learn much from “din
around” with Mary had a Little Lamb, there are
inconsistencies in Gonzales’ position. Here':
idyllic picture:

Important issues, historical frames, and other back-
ground information useful in helping students pre-
parefor thelessonare ... explored with students. In
Charlotte’s Web, students discuss a barnyard and the
animals, the country fair, and the nature of fables. In
Thez Night Thoreau Spent in Jail, groups of students
research and discuss issues related to the Spanish-

American War, such as ‘Manifest Destiny,’ Spanish
colonialism, and the Monree Doctrine. . . .

Since the teacher is not able to orchestrate al
learning of diverse individuals, Gonzales’ wond
classroom operatesaccording to the Californianc
of cooperative learning. Gonzales suggests that
student is responsible for the learning of other:

The bottom line, however, is the rather sick
that even Gonzales knows it won't work,

Wheneverlimited-English-proficient students donot
understand a lesson, the teacher and other students
vary the way itis presented. When written language
is not understaod, then it is helped by discussions.
When discussions are not comprehended, visuals
accompany thelesson. When visuals don’t commu-
nicate the message, dramatizations are employed.

So thereal equity that Gonzales describesis a
with Juan receiving a puppet show while Hilda
some of the others are studying manifest destin
Charlotte’s Web.

But, again, nobody laughs, and I sometimes v
der whether anybody reads with understandin;

California cannot legitimately promote this so
inanity; it's against the California law that refe:
the grade-level performance of students. Yet, ¢
fornia does it. California should not be permitte
solve questions of facts about effectiveness
mindless rhetoric. The sclution should be den
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hy

strations of what works, data, facts about the-degree
to which teachers can be trained, and demonstra-
tions of successful implementations. Instead, the
process seems to be one of cerebration, Somebody
identifiesa problem with traditional tracking systems
and, through some metaphysical gymnastics, the
person knows how to solve the problem. This
knowing hasnothing to do with hands-on experience.
It doesn’t involve surveying successful implemen-
tations or questioning somebody who doesknow. 1t

‘involves organizing words on paper. The words
must be good words, such as equity and literature,
and cooperation. And they must be put in the con-
text of an exclusive franchise on morality. For any-
one to suggest alternatives to these mandates is to
have a moral deficiency.

The entire adoption process in California is an
extension of this basic philosophy. Submitted material
goes through two different reviews. The first is
“legal compliance.” The purpose of this review is to
make surethat the programdoesn’t promoteanything
that is dangerous to someone’s health or prejudicial.
Ifthe submitted programs pass the legal review, they
go through a “content review,” conducted by the
state’s Curriculum Commission. This commissionis
composed of people from various walks of life. Not
all of themn are in education, and even those who are
have not demonstrated exceptional teaching ability.
The Commission and the Department of Education
‘make up criteria, guidelines, and the like. Then they
bring in “evaluators,” whoarelargely garden-variety
teachers from different districts, to review the sub-
mitted program.

The final recommendations of the Curriculum
Commission are presented to the board at a “public
hearing.”

The basic problem with the systemis: Why would
one assemble less than experts who have demon-
strated exemplary results to make decisions for the
state? Plans for saving an endangered species are
normally not formulated by people who have no
particular knowledge of the species. Why would the
state consider an evaluation plan no more sophisti-
cated than the teachers in a rural community could
develop?

On the conceptual’level, there are many apparent
inconsistencies. Some have to do with legal com-
pliance. For instance, how is it possible for The Old
Lady Whe Lived ina Shoe to beat her kids and provide
them with a perfectly inappropriate diet (broth,
without any bread)? If a modern writer tried to get
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Sued California—Continued

such a story through legal compliance, it wouldn't
make it, but literature has some sort of immunity. Is
it possible thatJuan understands this differenceashe
studies “Mother Goose” in the LES classroom?

On the practical level, the evaluations are a farce.
The legal-compliance review of DISTAR Reading
Mustery resulted in 24 pages of citations, covering
nine categories. They ranged from the panel’s
judgment of what might be dangerous to the way
handicapped people are represented. The level of
sophistication of the citations, however, isillustrated
by this pair of juxtaposed citations for the Level 3
program:

Whole book Hmited to Caucasian and Black characters.

Pp.22 and 23 Story and Hlustration: Stereotyping of
Indians—not all had cances.

Actually, if we were guilty of these infractions, we
should win some sort of award. While dealing ex-
clusively with Caucasians and Blacks, we stereotyped
Indians.

The situation becomes even more absurd when we
move from the legal compliance to the content
evaluation. The criteria that are used are liberally
laced with propaganda, some of whichis incredible.
While promoting whole language, the Framework
solves the problem of teaching reading largely by
fiat.

Even those children who cannot read or write before

first grade naturally learn skills within thecontextof
getting and making meaning.

The problem is solved. The solution should be
eminently obvious in any classroom that has used
wholelanguage. Thestate, orie would assume, would
have ample evidence that this approach worked
before issuing a state-widemandate. Un fortunately,
the state hasno suchevidence. The statehas provided
not one demonstration that this glib assertion about
how kids learn skills “naturally” has any truth. The
state continues to have children who are below
publisher norms and who are dropping steadily.

The criteria for evaluating programs uses a quaint
weighting system to arrive at a “gcore” for the sub-
mitted programs. Possibly this weighting system
was formulated by someone who has been in the
used-car business or studied under loan sharks be-
cause it's pretty slippery. Basically, what it does is
weight the criteria so that of the seven categories
used to “evaluate” the material, one now becomes
worth 35 per cent of the total score. That category is



the “quality of the literature.” Each of the other
categories (trivial matters like skills, and thelike) are
worth an average of 10 per cent each.
Themostincredibleaspectoftheadoption process
is the role of data and facts about program effective-
ness. One section of the criteria lists the information
that the Curriculum Commission will request from
publishers about their submitted products:
1. A description of the product and its relationship
to the Framework.
2. A description of the product development pro-
cess.
3. A description of the field-testing process.
4. An explanation of how materials are to be de-
veloped, improved, and/or maintained on the
basis of field-testing data collected.

One gets the sense that the state is concerned with
data. The following sentence, however, squelches
this sense:

This additional information is net to be considered
as part of the criteria for recommending materials to
the State Board of Education in the 1988 English/
Language arts adoption.

Does that make alot of sense to you? It must make
sense to a lot of people in California, because as far as
['know, nobody made any strong objections to it.

Ifthereisan overall theme conveyed by the ¢riteria
and the Framework, it is naivetd about instruction.
Actually, thisnaivete approaches whatmightbemore
accuratelylabelled brain-dead logicin some instances.

Thecriteria insist that the programs should “guide
students through a range of thinking processes (e.g.,
evaluating, comparing, concluding, inferring, ana-
lyzing, and summarizing) without usinga hierarchical
approach (i.e,, assuming that students must acquire
one type of thinking before being able to deal with
another type).”

I wonder how the program demonstrates that it is
anti-hierarchical. Possibly, nothing isina particular
order. Maybe the teacher can start at any pointand
present whatever she wishes, either by going forward
or backward in the text or the presentation book.
Possibly the childrenaredirected to do things through
the selection of random numbers that indicate the
pages they read first, next, ete, Stated differently, if
some things are presented earlier in the programand
some things are presented later, and if some of the
late things are “related to” earlier-taught things, the
assumption of a “hierarchical approach” is categori-
cally implied.

Here's some brain-dead logic about teaching
spelling: According to the criteria, students “only
spell when they write, and the only words they need
to know how to spell are the words needed for

writing; therefore, one of the best instructional strat-
egiesis to generate students’ spelling tests from their
writings.” _

Obviously, these tests must be individualized be-
cause not all children (we presume) are using the
same words. But when we test children on individual
words thatappear in their writing, we're apparently
doing this so we can teach them to spell. And if we
teach them to spell the words they use when they
write, we have prepared them eminently well for
writing what they have written. We haven’t antici-
pated that they might need words for a new writing
assignment. No, that would be far too “hierarchical.”

The content review of DISTAR Reading Mastery
provided no particular surprises. The program was
soundly rejected. The three panels that evaluated it
came up with many of the same conclusions.

PanelC had trouble with a series of stories in Level
3.

In ReadingMastery 3... there are four tales from the
Aeneid, not written in their original form.

Actually, the stories were about Ancient Troy and
deal with more than the Trojan horse (which is the
only legend in the Aeneid ). More relevant, however,
is the question of how much we would haveimproved
the selections by presenting them in their original
form—Ancient Greek.

Before the state board made final selections, |
wrote to board members. Iindicated the problems
with the adoption process. I sent articles that docu-
mented the comparative superiority of DISTAR
Reading Mastery. I even presented at the public
hearing for the Commission’s recommendations. The
president of the board, Francis Laufenberg invited
me. In a letter, he wrote: '

Ireallzethatattending this meeting would represent
both a hardship and an expense for you, but [ urge
you to do so if at all possible in order to present and
discuss your thoughts crally. ...I can assure you
-that we will give full and fair consideration both to
the Commission’s recommendations and to all the
concerns which may be voiced regarding those rec-
ommendations.

Actually, I think Laufenberg exaggerated in his
letter, One presenter at the meeting was Richard
Anderson, Director of the Center for the Study of
Reading, at the University of Illinois. Anderson
voiced concerns regarding the entire adoption pro-
cess. He indicated that “the adoption recommenda-
tion before you is flawed—not simply because of
quirks this year—but because of inherent shortcom-
ings in the state-wide adoption process.” He ob-
served that the process “is vulnerable to ideological
fashion, Itis expensiveand time consuming. Scholars
who have studied the state-wide adoption process

Direcr Instrucrion NEws, WINTER, 1991 7



Why | Sued California—continued

concur that it is an unwise intrusion in the market-
place. Ideally, there would be no state adoption at
all.” Anderson also pointed out that research sup-
ports phonicsinstructionin thebeginning gradesbut
that the rejected programs “have a reputation for
intensive phonics instruction in the lower grades.”

My attempts to “presentand discuss” my thoughts
“prally” werefrustrated by the format of the meeting,.
Like most of the other presenters, I was limited to
two minutes. [ tried to point out that the plan
wouldn’t work, that it will fail. I asked what the
board planned to do when it did fail.

After giving my concerns “full and fair consider-
ation,” the board followed the recommendations of
the Curriculum Commission and rejected DISTAR
Reading Mastery.

Why did I sue the state of California? Primarily
because I think of teaching as something noble and
something that requires not only a lot of technical
skill, but also a supportive system. Ithink it's won-
derful to help children through instruction—par-
ticularly those kids who otherwise probably wouldn’t
make it. Isued California because I'm tired of deci-

Deadline: July 1, 1991

| If you know of outstanding DI reachers, administrators,
| supervisors, or researchers, you might want to nominate
| them for one of our annual awards for Excellence in
Education. Send a letter with details to:

Awards Committee

Association for Direct Instruction
PO Box 10252

Eugene, OR. 97440

sions on instructional matters and teaching being
handed down by people who obviously have no
demonstrated expertise in any aspect of teaching. 1
sued California because, although Ilike spotted owls,
fur seals, and black-footed ferrets, I'm more fond of
children who are endangered and who must rely on
folks like Honig, Gonzales, and Laufenberg as ad-
vocates. I sued California because I'velost whatever

“tolerance I may have had for a system in which it is

possible—often easy—to correct problems of “ineq-
uity” in the classroom, but it is impossible to get to
the teachers and the kidsbecause of guidelines made
by bureaucrats whose rhetoric far outdistances their
performance.

I sued California because I wanted to hasten the
recognition that the California initiative is an illegal
farce. Right now, there’s enough evidence in any
district using whole language to categorically show
that it does not work; however, the state will con-
tinue to beillegal and less than knowledgeable about
how to teach children to read until the public wises
up and recognizes the difference between honest
reform and Honig playing house with our kids. ¢
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by Russell Gersten and
Joesph Dimino
University of Oregon
In what some consider his greatest poem, William

Butler Yeats confronted the issue of creativity, prob-
ing the factors that lead to the .creation of great

poetry. Hedid thisin the form of a dialogue between .

two men, much like a turn-of-the-century Siskel and
Ebert.

One claimed that “style is found by sedentary

toil/ And by imitation of great masters.” He was, of
course, alluding to the fact that even the most idio-
syncratic arfists—Cezanne, Joyce, Yeats himself—
typically begin their careers with fairly traditional
work, often in the style of masters of the past. His
counterpartindicated it took a good deal more than
imitation and study to developa personal style.
" In the most heated part of the debate, one man
asserts that, to write great poetry, one must first
discover one’s true self. He is violently attacked by
his friend, who says, “That is our modern hope, and
by its light/ we have lit upon the gentle, sensitive
mind/ And lost the old nonchalance of the
hand...We...half create/ timid, entangled, empty.”
The two friends share their divergent insights into
the careers of Keats and Dante. They ponder how
they developed their insights and visions of reality.
The debate continues, unresolved, asnight turns into
mormng.

The debate about how to effectively teach reading

to at-risk students has continued, unresolved, for -

almost a century (Carbo, 1988). Thereis every reason
to believe it will continue throughout our lifetimes.
In the midst of a recent debate, Pearson (cited in
Rothman, 1989) declared that “reading is more a
religion than a science.” The purpose of this Bulletin
is to explore the various approaches advocated for
teaching reading instruction to at-risk students,
discuss the research underpinnings of these ap-
proaches, and examine the practical implications of
the models. In no way do we attempt to resolve this
debate. Yet we do hope to shed some insights into
the extraordinarily complex issue of how to provide
quality reading instruction to students who experi-
ence difficulty.

*Reprinted with minor adeptations from the QOregon School Study
Council January, 1920, Volume 33, Number 5.

isk Students—
f Research®

The two major orientations toward reading in-
struction for at-risk students are quite divergent. The
first approach tends to stress systematic instruction
in phonics and word-attack strategies. The belief is
that if students cannot read fluently and accurately,
they certainly will be unable to comprehend. Usu-
ally, the approach calls for an early emphasis on oral
reading, with a gradual transition to increased
amounts of silent reading. The major defenders of
thisapproach havebeen Chall {1967 and 1989}, Flesch
(1981), and, most recently, cognitive psychologists
such as Adams (1989). They all react to the lack of
systematic word-attack instruction in most conven-
tional basals,

The second approach has been called “whole lan-
guage,” or literature-based. It emphasizes the unity
between reading and all other forms of communica-
tion—writing, speaking, listening. Whole-language
proponents decry the emphasis on skill sheets and
instruction indiscrete comprehension or word-attack
skills. They feel that reading instruction should be
more spontaneous, more authentic, more integrated,
more fun. They believe that the primary goal is for
teachers to encapsulate and model the excitement of
reading,.

The whole-language approach will be discussed
first, and the direct-instruction tradition is discussed
next. Then, a survey of emerging trends in compre-
hensioninstructionis presented. Finally, the conclu-
sion presents a synthesis of the contributions of the
whole-language and direct-instruction traditions.

Whole Language/Literature-
Based Approaches

When Pearson alluded to reading being more of a
religion than a science, he certainly had the advo-
cates of whole-language approaches in mind. In the
past few years, an ever increasing number of reading
specialists (Harste, 1985; Goodman, 1986; Routman,
1988)—and some state departments of education
(California State Department of Education, 1988)—
have decided that whole-language approaches to
teaching reading are the answer to the problems of
at-risk students. -

Whole language views the development of lit-
eracy to be interrelated with all other facets of lan-
guage development—speaking, listening, expressive
writing. They feel that students can acquire literacy
in much thesame way as they acquireorallanguage—
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Implications of Reading Research—Continued

naturally (Altwerger, et al., 1987; Goodman, 1986).
Whole language is an outgrowth and refinement of
the “language experience” approaches of the sixties
and early seventies, although there are important
differences. Whereas language experience stressed
experience charts created by children dictating to
teachers, whole language stresses the reading of
quality children’s books. Books with predictable
patterns are deemed especially useful for young
students. For all ages, real books—not edited ver-
sions—are recommended as texts to be used.

Whole language stresses children’s writing, often
using invented spelling (Harste, 1985). Whole lan-
guageattempts toimprove students’ “ability to think
with words, and... stimulate language development
in all media of expression and reception, with the
ultimate goal asreading the writingsofothers” (Stahl
& Miller, 1989).

Generally the whole-language advocates do an
excellent job of critiquing some of the worst features
of conventional basal reading instruction for stu-
dents deemed atrisk. They cite theincreasing number
of studies demonstrating that, year after year, students
placed in “low” reading groups receive toc much
instruction in isolated skills and sight words, as well
as dubious skills such as homonyms and alphabet-
ization, at the expense of cormnprehensive instruction
{Allington, 1983; Garcia, et al.,, 1988; Collins, 1982;
Moll, et al., 1980 ). Their diet consists primarily of
ditto sheets, flash cards, and drills on sounds in
isolation, occasionally punctuated with round-robin
reading. Students placed in high-ability groups, on
the other hand, have many more opportunities to
work on comprehension (Collins 1982). Allington, in
particular, noted that low-achieving students rarely
have the experience of sustained reading, let alone
the opportunity to discuss, analyze, and write about
what they read.

Whole-literature advocates realize students do
need to spend some time on phoni: word analysis
skillsin the early grades. Theybelieve, however, that
this instruction should afways be integrated with the
literature being read, never taught in isolation. The
following excerpt from a whole-language manual
(Cullinan 1987) gives readers a sense of this ap-
proach:

The teacher reads the story aloud and points to the
words. Next, the group reads the story through
several times in unison, although some students may
join in only on repetitive refrains....As children re-
peatedly hear the words and see the print, they make
associations between letters and sounds; many chil-
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dren figure out the code by themselves. Teachers ask
students to point to words that begin alike or ones
that have similar parts; phonics is taught in context,
not in islolation.” [emphasis added]

Research has consistently shown, however, that
few at-risk students will “figure out the code by
themselves.”

Joy and Authenticity

A major goal of whole-language instruction is to
bring a sense of wonder and joy back into reading
instruction for at-risk students (Routman, 1988, Cali-
fornia Framework, 1988). These assertions are, in
fact, a genuine reaction to the nature of much con-
ventional reading instruction, especially for students
with problems. Boyer’s (1983) study concluded that
“classes are at times inspired, occasionally dreadful
and most often routine.” Goodlad (1984} and asso-
ciates found “emotionally flat” classrooms, withlittle
exuberance, joy, laughter, abrasiveness, praise, or
corrective support of individual student performance,
particularly in classes containing at-risk students.
Duffy’s (1983) observations of reading instruction
noted that many teachers are almost obsessed with
establishing and maintaining, routines for “getting
through” all the skill sheets and round-robinreading
activity. Discussion of comprehension questions
was almost always done in a rush. Few teachers
spentany timeexplaining concepts, probing students,
providing feedback, or clarifying. Teachers virtually
never stopped to see what kids thought about the
story, or even to see if kids understood the story. If
astudentanswered aquestion incorrectly, the teacher
moved right on to ancther student in the search for
the right answer.

In discussing this issue, the whole-language lit-
erature often takes on an almost mystical tone—
typically peppered with testimonials about how
teaching regained its meaning for anindividual after
she or he discovered whole language.. Accounts
indicate that whole-language instruction is a pro-
cess, not a particular method, and a teacher must
authentically share experiences withstudents (Garcia
& Pearson, 1989), give up control, and celebrate risk
taking (Routman 1988). The hope is that students
will also emulate the risk taking, the probing, the
aura of experimentation that the teacher models for
them, and begin to understand whatauthenticlearn-
ing is; that very often questions have many correct
answers; and that all literature, great and small,
deals with complex human issues rarely translatable
to fill-in-the-blank worksheets.



Basals and Real Literature

The past decade has not been kind to basal read-
ers. Researchers have documented the reliance, if
not overreliance, of many teachers on the basal
teachers” guides, and the fragmented quality of so
much of the instruction presented in these series.
The earliest basal readers consisted of stories and
questions at the end of each selection. Beginning in
the 1940s, the writers began to realize that something
else must be provided. They created a series of
workbooks consisting of comprehension activities to
accompany each reader in the series, They devel-
oped these activities out of the notion that compre-
hension consists of a series of skills—for example,
sequencing, locating information, identifying the
mainidea. These exercises rarely wererelated to the
day’s reading passage. In the next forty years, the
number of skills and number and type of workbook
exercisescontinually expanded. Activitiesinvolving
dictionary use, alphabetization, homonyms, and
synonyms were included.

The conception of comprehension as a series of
discrete, measurable skills began to be questioned in
the 1970s. The major impetus came from cognitive
psychology, with the evolution of schema theory
(Anderson, et al., 1979) and constructivist models of
reading. Accerding to these views, reading is not a
seriesof orchestrated skills, butan interaction between
the reader and the text. We construct meaning as we
read. This view has led to aloss of faith and interest
in the explicit teaching of skills and a burgeoning
interest in the much more exciting notion of teaching
strategies. Researchers have tried to isolate the
strategies used by excellent readers and to teach
these strategies to all. To date, there has been some
promising research on this topic, although the find-
ings have often been modest (Pressley, et al., 1989).
Many of the studies have been small scale {for ex-
ample, Idol, 1987).

The basal reader publishers have attempted to
adapt to this changing conception to some extent, but
many changes have been merely cosmetic. What the
publishers previously called a skill is now labeled a
strategy(Center for Study of Reading, 1988; Alexander
& Judy, 1988).

Often the basal readers adapt, abridge, or simplify
short stories or material from magazines. This prac-
tice has been widely attacked. In attempting to
improve the readability, the publishers often sub-
stituted simple words for complex words, and simple
sentences for complex and compound sentences. Yet
as Bruce (1984) pointed out, this often makes the
material more difficult to understand. By eliminat-
ing the “howevers” and “becauses,” the reader can
no longer fathom why characters do certain things.

In addition, the plethora of simple sentences and
colorless words destroys the author’s style. And the
abridged versions often lack sections that describe
motivation or build empathy. The end resultisoften
boring.

An example from Routman (1988) exemplifies the
problem. She presents two pages from a story—first
the original version:

Along Hime ago there was an old man.

His name was Peter, and he lived in an old, old house.
The bed creaked.

The floor squeaked.

Outside, the wind blew the leaves through the trees.
The leaves fell on the roof. Swish. Swish.

The tea kettle whistled. Hiss, Hiss.

"Too noisy,” said Peter.

Here is the adapted version that appears in a
current basal reader (Holt, Rinehart, & Winston,
1986, A Place For Me):

Peter was an old man

Who lived in an old, old house.

There was too much noise in Peter’s house.
The bed made noise.

The door made noise.

And the window made noise.

Peter didn't like all that noise.

Routman concluded:

Beginning readers love reading the original ver-
sion and read it easily and eagerly. The six iines
beginning with “The bed creaked...The floor
squeaked...” appear nine times in this short, delight-
ful story. The magicof the language, therhyme and
rhythm, the repetition of the above passage and °
others throughout the book, and the noisy words
themselves (“Swish. Swish.” and “Hiss. Hiss.")
make it fun to read and actually easier than the basal
version.

The original version deals with non-concrete im-
agery of the sounds of the wind blowing leaves
through the trees, leaves falling on the roof, and a
whistling tea kettle—rich language which leads chil-
dren to form mental images of the sounds. By
contrast, thestory languagein the basal reflects only
concrete objects and then only to make “noise.” The
poetic language is gone....The child has been de-
prived of expasureto literary language, sonecessary
for the development of imaginative writing and a
love of literature,

Whole-language advocates have argued for
bringing real books into classrooms to replace the
dreary adapted text in the basals. Books should be
around the classroom for the students to browse
through or read throughout the day. If a book is too
hard for kids, the teacher can read it to them; in fact,
teachers’ reading to students is an essential aspect of
wholelanguage, and observations of whole-language
classes reveal that a good deal of time is spent with
teachers reading to students.
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Students who have difficulty in reading need in-
teresting, well-written reading materials to motivate
them, rather than reading material with controlled
vocabulary, but no style. According to whole-lan-
guage advocates, the major failure in conventional
reading instruction is that students don’t know why
they are doing these exercises, and are both bored
and frustrated with the material they read. According
to whole-language proponents like Routman (1988)
and Harste {1985), once students understand the
purpose of reading and'are motivated to learn to
read, they will progress rapidly.

Routman (1988) illustrates this point with a per-
sonal experience as a remedial reading teacher. She
had just finished reading the students a beautifully
illustrated children’s book, which they loved. They
wanted fo read it; she refused to let them because it
was too hard for them. They insisted, she gave in,
and, with adequate practice, they were able to read
(or atleast memorize) the entire book. She cites how
differently the kids responded to reading this book,
with its thymes and large, pretty pictures—as com-
pared to their consistently desultory response to
standard remedial reading fare. For the first time,
they became interested in reading.

As former remedial reading teachers, wealsohave
experienced such occasions. 1 (Russell Gersten) re-
member a virtually nonreading eleven-year-old,
Ernest, who slowly, painfully went through the
childish, arid stories consisting of only phonetically
regular words in the carefully controlled Palo Alto
and Merrill series. 1 brought in a series of British
science books—that used a simplified vocabulary.
Ernest’s motivation and the quality of his reading
dramatically increased. I supplemented this with
writing activities (in the then fashionable language
experience mode). I also read to him daily from a
Jack London novel. He was entranced.

Research on Whole Language and At-Risk Students

A recent comprehensive review of all extant re-
search on whole language (Stahl & Miller, 1989)
found that, overall, whole-language approaches were
no more effective than conventional basal reading
approaches. This was true on both standardized
measures of reading achievement, as well as more
naturalistic measures (oral reading miscue analyses
and attitude measures). The researchers found that,
although whole-language approaches are commonly
advocated for lower-SES populations and groups of
at-risk students, they are rarely effective for these
groups.
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Stahl and Miller did find that whole language
seemed to have a positive effectin the area of kinder-
garten reading/reading readiness activities, where
it often produced significantly better performance -
than conventional basal activities. The effects were
reversed, however, in first grade.

The authors present some plausible explanations
for these findings. They conclude that the emphasis
on listening to stories and writing stories may serve
auseful function for at-risk studentsin kindergarten,
in that they get to really see the many purposes of
reading, and get a sense of the pleasures that can be
associated with reading and writing. The overem-
phasis on drills and skills and very simple stories
that typify many basal series will not accomplish
this.

On the other hand, the reversal in first grade may
belargely due to thelimitationsof wholelanguageas
a total reading program. Whereas whole language
may doa good jobinincreasing students” motivation
to read, it does not provide systematic instruction in
how to read. As Chall (1989) recently commented,
“phonics as needed” is not a logical approach to
teaching reading to at-risk students. It violates all we -
know about effective instruction. Granted, there are
somestudents who canlearn in this indirect, incidental
fashion, especially those middle- and upper-5ES
students who come to school with some skill in
reading. Delpit {1988, cited in Stahl & Miller, 198%)
thinks that whole-language approaches may simply
give these students an oppertunity to demonstrate
what they have already learned at home.

But the majority of low-5ES students need review,
practice, clarity, systematic feedback—that is, com-
passionate instruction in how to “break the code.”
Chall (1989) concluded,

To say that teachers should teach phonics only as
needed is to puta greater burden of responsibility on
teachers and children than theory, research, and
practice support. And it puts ateven greater risk those
children who need the instruction most—Ilow-incone,
minority, and learning-disabled children. [emphasis
added]

Chall's conclusions parallel observations madeby
Stahland Miller (1989), Delpit(1988), and Garciaand
Pearson {1989)-—that whole language does not make
sense as a comprehensive approach for teaching
reading to at-risk students. While reflecting on the
Stahl-Miller analysis, the senior author returned to
his experience with eleven-year-old Ernest. Despite
the increase in motivation when Ernest read (and




wrote about) real books and the initial increase in
reading performance, Ernest never really learned to
read.

Thereare numerous positive features to the whole-
language movement. The first is its emphasis on
listening comprehension and its relationship to
reading comprehension. The second is the emphasis
on writing and deemphasis on work sheets.

Perhaps most important is its emphasis on the use
of quality children’sliterature to replace theabridged,
adapted material so prevalent in the basal series.
Analysis of literature can be more productive than
the isolated skill practice and exercises that have
characterized basal series. Clearly, comprehension
activities should be directly linked to stories and
novels students are currently reading. What is less
clear is how to seriously and systematically help
students comprehend and analyze what they read.

The Direct Instruction Tradition

Direct instruction, like whole language, devel-
oped as a reaction to perceived weaknesses in con-
ventional basal reading approaches. However, the
developers of the model (Becker, 1977; En-
gelmann,1975)and those who cametoadvocate most
aspects of the model based on their independent
research on effective reading instruction (Anderson,
et al., 1979; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1984; 1dol, 1988;
Stallings, 1980} had a very different analysis of what
was wrong withreadinginstructionand how to fix it.
Essentially, their view was that reading instruction
for at-risk students needs to be more precise, clearer,
and more systematic.

They saw conventional instruction as geared to
the average student, so those with problems don't
get enough practice before moving on to a new topic.
To direct-instruction advocates, a wide range of spe-
cific, concrete examplesare necessary. AsIdol (1988)
comments: “If concepts are presented briefly and are
not followed by sufficient practice opportunity, the
poor reader is likely to flounder.” Durkin (1984)
documented that teachers” guides for basal series
provide few examples and very vague directions for
how to teach.

It is important to note that there are many, many
different definitions of direct instruction. To some,
direct instruction means any time the teacher talks to
students (as opposed to supervising seatwork). This
can involve lectures to students or reviews of
homework assignments. Thisall-encompassing view
seemed to be corroborated by a recent ASCD survey
of middle schools in which 87 percent reported that
they used direct instruction. The core definition of
direct instruction, however, is quite a bit more spe-
cific.

The First Decade: Project Follow Through

In order to understand the term direct instruction
and the evolution of the concept, it is necessary to go
back to its roots. Direct instruction was originally
conceived as a means to accelerate learning for eco-
nomically disadvantaged and other at-risk popula-
tions. The concept, the instructional methodology,
and the principles of curriculum design were de-
vised by Siegfried Engelmann for usein the Bereiter-
Engelmann (1966) preschool for disadvantaged chil-
dren and were then expanded for use in Project
Follow Through.

Follow Through was implemented in some of the
poorest, most disorganized communities in the U.S.
Students often entered the program in kindergarten
with limited exposure to reading and language
concepts. These were the type of children likely to
failinschool. In fact, the evaluationof Follow Through
conducted for the U.S. Office of Education indicated
that, without an exceptional intervention, many of .
these students did do quite poorly, ending third-
grade reading at about the 28th percentile (Stebbins,
etal., 1977).

Directinstruction concerned itself with whatmany
perceive as mundane decisions—the best wording
for teachers to use in demonstrating a concept, the
number of examples necessary for low-performing
students to truly master a concept, exactly how errors
are corrected, how many times each morning the
lowest-achieving students get to read.

One image permeates all thinking about direct
instruction. Itis animage of students’ experiencing
unremitting success in all areas of academic work.
The idea was to create a Iearning environment so that
students who typically would fail almost always
succeeded. This could notbe done with conventional
textbooks, so new curricula weredeveloped. Teacher
training stressed high levels of teacher-student in-
teraction. It emphasized the role of the teacher not
only as a conveyor of information, but as a provider
of feedback and guidance to students.

The major operating principle behind the early
work on direct instruction in Follow Through was
that, if students experienced unremitting success in
all their academic work, very different things would
happen to these disad vantaged students. According
to the philosophy, if students experienced success
each day at a high rate (85-95 percent}, and received
clear feedback the few times they made errors, their
self-confidence, attitudes toward reading, and read-
ing ability would increase. And thenlearning toread
would be viewed in a positive light.

It was thisimage of unrelenting success that drove
most of the research, theory, curriculum develop-
ment, and teacher training procedures associated
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with direct instruction. A setof principles wasdevel-
oped to accomplish this goal. These principles were
field tested, revised, and evaluated in twenty low-
income communities between 1969 and 1977 and
found to be effective in raising reading performance
of thousands of low-income students (Stebbins, et
al., 1977; Becker 1977} to levels close to their middle-
class peers, that is, the 40th percentile.

Direct Instruction Since Follow Through:
Legacy of the ‘Effective Teaching’ Research

The effectiveness of the essentials of the direct-
instruction approach was corroborated by a host of
independentresearchers (Anderson,etal., 1579; Idol,
1987; Gersten, et al., 1982; Stallings, 1975; 1980).
Their studies of both pullout remedial reading in-
struction and conventional reading instructionin the
classroom helped develop a richer picture of the
instructional variables that enhance reading
achievement for at-risk students. Researchers have
synthesized the findings across a whole range of
studies examining effective reading instruction for
at-risk students. Stein, Leinhardt, and Bickel (1989)
noted the findings are remarkably uniform across
settings (mainstreamed classroom, special pullout
program) and across grade levels. These features
havebeen summarized so extensively in the past that
only a brief summary follows.

A key insight of the research is that teachers who
work effectively with at-risk students spend a good
deal of time actively teaching groups of students,
rather than supervising seatwork or engaging in
lengthy one-on-one tutorial sessions. Effective
teachers are explicit about the goalsof the lesson and
spend adequate time explaining a concept or su-
pervising while a group practices a new skill before
the students are asked to perform independently.
Clarity is essential. There is growing evidence that
explicitstep-by-step instruction is optimal for at-risk
students. Teachers need to not only explain the
concept or strategy, but actually show students how
to apply the new strategy over a range of examples
{Pearson & Dole, 1987; Gersten & Carnine, 1986).

Christenson, Ysseldyke, and Thurlow (1989) stress
the importance of feedback. They note thatin typical
classrooms teachers interact differently with low-
achieving students than with their peers. To be
successful with at-risk students, teachers must ensure
that the students are provided with many opportuni-
ties to respond during each lesson and are given a
good deal of feedback.
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Effective teachers are always concerned with mas-
tery throughout the lesson. As Stein, et al. (1989)
note, “Mastery does not materialize from brief encoun-
ters, but rather develops with academically engaged
time spent on material thatis atan appropriate level
of difficulty and that is subsequently tested.”

The key underpinning of this approach is that at-
risk students learn to read when they receive instruc-
tion that is clear, when they are given many oppor-

~ tunities to participate, and when they are provided

withclear feedback on theaccuracy of theirresponses.
It is important to note that most advocates of direct
instruction do not necessarily only stress phonics
during the initial stages of reading instruction. Sys-
tematic instruction in comprehension is advocated
as an essential part of direct instruction {Idol, 1988;
Carnine & Kinder, 1985).

Nagging Concerns about Direct Instruction

As the 1980s drew to a close, many were express-
ing concerns about these findings. Some feel that
with direct instruction the teacher is always in con-
trol, always ensuring all kids get adequate feedback,
constantly assessing how well kids are doing. To
many, this does not seem democratic enough or
natura) enough. Many wonder how kids will ever
learn to function independently {(for example,
Teterson, 1979)}.

Further, Cazden (1983, cited in Gage, 1989) shared
the sentiments of many when, in 1983, she concluded
that direct instruction “can only be implemented in
anauthoritarian, manipulative, bureaucraticsystem.”
The resentment toward any type of top-down tech-
nocratic teacher training is strong (for example,
Rosenholtz, 1989).

What, then, is the legacy of this research and what
is its relevance for contemporary conceptions of
reading instruction? The process-product or “effec-
tive teaching” research made at least one major con-
tribution. The major researchers all looked at the
interactions that occur during classroom reading
instruction using low- and moderate-inference ob-
servational systems. Unlike previous researchers,
they did so without regard for the label or brand
name a particular teacher or school puts on its read-
ing program, without inquiring as to the teacher’s
philosophy. The researchers did this intentionally.
Their focus was totally on the student, not on the
labels the teachers puton events. Their function was
to accurately record what really happens to at-risk
students during reading instruction and which pat-
terns of teaching enhance reading achievement.




In several experimental studies, teachers were
successfully trained to implement these findings to
improve the quality of the reading instruction.
Stallings (1980) used a highly scientific yet personal-
ized approach to improve the instruction provided
by high school remedial reading teachers. She and
her staff shared their observational data with the
teachers, and made specific suggestions based on
these data. Resultant improvements in student
learning were noted.

In Follow Through, a special curriculum was used
that embodied many of the principles discussed
above, especially the clarity of presentation, step-by-
stepexplanations, adequacy of practice, and frequent
opportunities for students to respond. In addition,
consultants visited classrooms every few weeks to
provide feedback to teachers on the use of direct-
instruction teaching procedures. Several years agp,
an independent evaluator interviewed twenty-one
teachersimplementing thisapproach. Althoughsome
teachers resented the high level of specificity in the
teachers’ guides, most saw how it dramatically im-
proved their effectiveness with low-achieving stu-
dents (Gersten, et al., 1586).

The lower-key approach utilized by Anderson, et

, (1979) also led to significant improvement in
student reading performance. In summary, teachers
~ can be trained or coached to implement many of

these procedures, and typically there is significant
growth in student reading performance.

Another concern is that direct instruction is an
effective means of teaching word-attack skills and
otherskillsinvolving rote learning, butanineffective
method for teaching comprehension. The indepen-
dent evaluation of Follow Through (5tebbins, et al.,
1977) made it clear that this was not true. They found
direct instruction to be a highly effective method for
improving comprehension of low-income students
in the primary grades. Students’ performance on
standardized comprehension tests was at or close to
the national norm level.

Still, there is serious concern about the efficacy of
direct instruction as a means to help students read
-independently and analyze what they have read
without teacher guidance. Duffy, et al.,, (1987) and
Rosenshine (1989) called for an expanded view of
direct instruction, one that addresses “how to teach
a skill when you don’t know all the steps.,” More
emphasis is placed on the teacher as facilitator.

As direct-instruction researchers approached the
area of reading comprehension, the model has
evolved. Newer conceptions attempt to incorporate
innovations from cognitive psychology with what
we know about effective instruction. Many of these
efforts are still in their infancy, having been field-

tested with small groups of students. Results have
been consistently promising. The next section intro-
duces some of these approaches.

Emerging Trends in
Comprehension Instruction

Most of the new research on teaching at-risk stu-
dents falls into the category of scaffolded instruction.
Scaffolding, based on the work of the Russian psy-
chologist Vygotsky, is an instructional process that
enables students to solve a problem or achieve a goal
they could not accomplish on their own. The teacher
concentrates on developing skills that are emerging
in the students’ repertoire but that are as yet imma-
ture (Palincsar, 1586). In scaffolded instruction, the
teacher often “thinks aloud,” explaining to students
in a step-by-step fashion how he or she reached a

" specific conclusion.

Scaffolded instruction creates a shared language
between students and teachers, so that teachers can
provide useful, readily understood feedback to stu-
dents when they need prompts to overcome diffi-
culties (Gersten & Carnine, 1986). There is a great
deal of dialogue between teacher and students. As
soon as possible, the students take over, and the role
of the teacher shifts to that of a coach, pushing
students to express their thoughts on increasingly
complex issues. Gradually the temporary structure,
or “scaffold,” is removed, and students perform in-
dependently.

In order for teachers to “think aloud” and break
down the process of making complex inferences into
small steps, some consistent framework or structure
must be used.

Approximately sixty studies comparm gsome type
of scaffolded or explicit instruction in reading com-
prehension with more traditional methods havebeen
conducted. Muchof thisresearchhasbeen stimulated

by cognitive psychology. Findings have been ex-

tremely positive, especially for at-risk students
{Pressley, et al., 1989). Two examples of scaffolded
instruction follow

Story Grammar

The analysis of folk tales conducted by anthro-
pologists and of short stories by psychologists early
in the century led to a set of rules that described the
structure of stories. They discovered that, regardless
of age or culture, when humans tell or retell stories,
they follow a set pattern. This pattern is referred to
as story grammar. Story grammar involves the ar-
ticulation of the protagonist’s problem or conflict, a
description of the attempis to solve the problem, and
an analysis of the events that led to the resolution.
Alsoincluded is theanalysis of characters’ reactions
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implications of Reading Research—continued

to the events in the story and the formulation of the
story’s theme or themes. ‘

To exemplify how story grammar can be used to
help at-risk students comprehend narrative mate-
rial, we will discuss one study utilizing explicit,
interactive, comprehension-strategy instruction
(Dimino, et al., in press).

In this study, story-grammar instruction consisted
of a modeling and a teacher-assisted phase. During
the modeling phase, the teacher explained the story-
grammar elements and demonstrated how they are
found in short stories and how to record them on a
story-grammar notesheet. The students and teacher
took turns reading to a designated point in the story.
Then, “thinking aloud,” the teacher said, “I see a
problem” or “It looks like we have a problem.” The
teacher stated the problem and wrote it on the
notesheet that was projected in front of the students.

During alaterlesson, the grammar elements were
determined, and the teacher then explained how
these elements are used to generate a theme. Stu-
dents were taught to generate a theme staternent by
using the story-grammar notesheet to review all the
elements. The teacher indicated that there may be
more than one appropriate interpretation of the theme,
but that all themes must be justified by the story-
grammar elements.

Determining themes was especially difficult for
the students. They generated themes that were too
specific or simplistic. Three techniques were used to
assist the students in developing broader theme
statements. First, the teacher reviewed themes from
prior stories to illustrate how the eventsin a story are
used to develop a general statement indicating what
the authoris trying to say. Second, the students were

- offered examples of themes that would not be ap-
propriate for the story that was being discussed.

Third, the teacher offered prompts that directed the

students to a more general level.

Over three weeks, the teacher gradually phased
out his role and became more of a facilitator, helping
students with the moredifficult conceptsand themes.
Two or three times a week, students wrote brief
essaysindicating what they saw as themajor elements
in the story. The teacher assisted students in seeing
how the variousstory-grammarelements fittogether,
and in attending to the most germane details. The
four-week intervention led to significant improve-
ments in the quality of essays written, responses to
questions in the literature anthology, and responses
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to both higher- and lower-order comprehension
questions generated by the teacher.

Reciprocal Teaching

Palincsar and Brown (1984) conducted several
studies that focused on improving at-risk students’
ability to comprehend science and social studies
material. For each paragraph read, each group of
students (under teacher supervision) performed the
following four activities:

1. Questioning. The readers ask a main idea ques-
tion about passage.

2, Summarizing. The readers integrate the informa-
tion into a cogentstatement that relays the gist of
the passage.

3. Clarifying. The readers ask for an explanation of
vocabulary or concepts that are unclear.

"4, Predicting. The readers predict what they think

the next paragraph might be about.

With the strategy in place, Palincsar and Brown
needed to develop an effective training program that
would assist students in successfully implementing
these four activities. The limited success of earlier
comprehension programs was attributed to an insuf-
ficient amount of active participation by students.

Palincsar and Brown taught their comprehension
strategy via an interactive training program called
recipfocal teaching. Each instructional episode took
the form of a dialogue between teacher and students.
During the initial session, after the passage was read
silently, the adult teacher modeled the questioning,
summarizing, clarifying, and predicting techniques.
Thestudents wereurged to participateinany capacity,
including “playing teacher.” Atfirst, students found
it difficult to play teacher and lead the discussion.
When this occurred, the teacher filled in. As the
training progressed, the adult teachers, through the
vehicle of the dialogue, assisted the students in
sharpening and focusing the quality of their ques-
tionsand summaries. Thisapproachisan outgrowth
of the “cognitive apprenticeship” model.

After ten days of instruction, the students were
generating appropriate questions and summaries.
The seventh-grade students who participated in this
study averaged two to two and a half years below
grade level and scored 50 percent or below on daily
social studies assignments. The results indicated
thatstudents receiving reciprocal teaching were able
to perform independently at an 80 percent level or
higher on daily assignments. Furthermore, the ef-
fects were maintained over a two-month period.



Also, transcripts of reciprocal teaching episodes pro-
vided qualitative verification of the improvement in
students’ dialogues.

The Framing Project

The framing technique (Armbruster, Anderson, &
Meyer, 1987) is based on a body of research which
suggests that students” difficulty in comprehending
expository text is due to their Iack of understanding
of text structures. Identifying text structures enables
the learner to organize the critical information in a
passage. Current research has demonstrated that
“instructional graphics” (Armbruster, Anderson, &
Ostertag, 1987) can be successful in assisting stu-
dents to determine and organize theimportantinfor-
mation that dictates a text structure. The macro-
structure that develops enhances the oral and writ-
ten comprehension of the text.

Framing isa variation on the “instructional graph-
ics” theme. A frame is an instructional graphic that
organizes the text structure/macrostructure of ex-
pository passages. Throughout the course of these

‘investigations, two types of frames were used. ‘The
first type was similar to an incomplete outline. That
is, major headings were given (with page numbers to
help the students locate the information), but the
subordinate items were omitted. The second type
was made up of two parts: the incomplete outline
{frame) and an information sheet. The information
sheet consisted of squares containing facts with
missing words or phases.

The first frame was used in a study that incorpo-
rated two experimental conditions. In Condition 1,
the studentsread the text silently and independently
completed their frame. After reading, the teacher
and students discussed and revised the frame that
was completed by the class before the passage was
read. This frame contained their prior knowledge
and predictions about the heading on the frame.

During Condition 2, the students took turns read-
ing aloud. Then, a discussion about the frame was
conducted by the teacher. Again, the frame com-
pleted prior to reading was revised. In both condi-
tions, the teachers asked the students to substantiate
their contributions with documentation from the
text. .

Three subsequent studies using the second type of
frame {that is, the frame and the information sheet)
were conducted. In these studies, which contained
only one experimental condition, the students were
placed into heterogeneous cooperative learning
groups. Each group read the text, filled in the blanks
on the information sheet, cut out the squares, and
decided the appropriate placement of the squares on
the frame. After all proposed frames were finished,
aclassdiscussion washeld where the studentsagreed

on the correct placement of the information. Then,
the students taped the squares in the correctorder on
their frame.

' The results of these studies indicated that the
framing strategy was significantly more effective for
students of all ability levels than the activities sug-
gested in the social studies teacher’s guides.. Fram-
ing helped the students generate a text structure/
macrostructure that is critical for the comprehension
of expository text.

Relevance to Whole Language and
Direct Instruction

These brief vignettes of story grammar, framing,
and reciprocal teaching were chosen from over forty
candidates in a rapidly emerging line of research. It
is crucial to note that scaffolded instruction can be
integrated into a whole-language approach as well
as a direct instruction approach. In fact, it borrows
from both orientations. Like whole language, the
stress is on comprehension. A range of responses is
alwaysacceptable (provided the students canexplain
or justify their choice).

There is great room for teacher flexibility. These
approaches can also be viewed as an expanded, more
flexible vision of direct instruction and the effective
teaching research {Duffy, et al., 1987). When these
instructional strategies are properly implemented,
the teacher models (or thinks aloud) in a clear fash-
ion, providing adequate practice and relevant feed-
back.. There is a consistent concern that all students
participate at an appropriate level and that they
experience 5uccess.

Conclusion

Both theeffective-teaching research and the whole-
language movement, can be distilled into images.
Whole-language proponents imagine a classroom
where students are geriuinely interested in all they
read or have read to them. Teachers are always
experimenting, and their freedom is reflected in the
dynamic class atmosphere. Diverse views are tol-
erated, rather than the right/wrong emphasis that
most associate with school.

Direct instruction presents a very different type
of image. Rather than the image of authentic, intui-
tive instruction, where teachers consistently model
forstudents the excitement of reading and all aspects
of language, it is an image of students learning in a
highly interactive situation, one where they experi-
ence consistent success, where they are provided
with immediate feedback when they experience
problems. The role of the teacher is, in part, to
demystify the process of reading, to show the stu-
dents that there are rules and principles and that, by
learning the system, all can read with comprehension.
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implications of Reading Research—continued

One of the most prominent empirical researchers,
Brophy (1985), concluded that one thing he learned
from decades of classroom research is how deceptive
labels can be. He noted that, when observing class-
rooms using approaches based on a complex
Vygotskian model of scaffolded instruction, he still
observed a good deal of direct instruction. Similarly,
in direct-instruction classrooms, Brophy observed a
lot of time devoted to comprehension and higher-
order analytic skills, a good deal of reading of “real”
unedited literature, and a good deal of scaffolded
instruction. If nothing else, empirical research has
enabled us to movebeyond statements of philosophy
and toward a serious analysis of whatteachers really
do with children.

Importance of Good Literature

Eachofthe traditions—wholelanguageand direct
instruction—has definite contributions to make to-
ward improving the quality of reading instruction
for students with problems. The whole-language
movement has reemphasized the importance of us-
ing good literature in classrooms and put extensive
pressure on basal publishers to use the actual text
written, rather than lifelessabridged, edited material
that so often appears in basals. The movement has
also stressed the importance of working on all facets
of comprehension—including listening comprehen-
sion. It stresses more open-ended writing assign-
ments, more personal writing, while savagely cri-
tiquing the plethora of “busy work” exercises on
prefixes, suffixes, antonyms, contractions, and al-
phabetization. The movementurges that vocabulary
instruction be actively linked to passage reading,
rather than considered as yet one more segment of
the lesson to be gotten through.

The movement has served to remind educators
that the ultimate goal of reading instruction is to
enable students to read with understanding. It has
directed educators away from an overemphasis on
easy-to-assess skills—such as prefixes, contractions,
definitions of words in isolation. Finally, it has
actively encouraged teachers to take charge of read-
ing instruction and become less dependent on
manuals and guides.

The Need for Syste;natic Instruction

The direct-instruction tradition serves as a nec-
essary counterbalance. It provides many guidelines
for how teachers can meet the needs of their stu-
dents. It reminds us of the need for systematic
instruction, witha greatdeal of practice and constant
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feedback. 1t reminds us that reading instruction for
at-risk students requiresa good deal of skill. The rate
atwhich studentslearnis directly dependent on how
clear our explanations and examples are, how care-
ful our instructions are, how much practice we pro-
vide, the wording of the feedback provided to stu-
dents.

This research always reminds us that we must
approach learning situations from the students’ per-
spective, not the adults’. ldeas and activities that are
interesting to adults may well be baffling or boring
{or both) for certain students in the class, especially
those who don’t read well or don’t possess adequate
background knowledge.

The tradition provides some clear indicators of
effective instruction—whether at-risk students par-
ticipate at a high level, how successful they are,
whether the feedback and guidance they receive is
comprehensible. Themorerecent cognitive-strategies
research provides some fascinating new directions
for systematic instruction in comprehension. It re-
inforces the ideal that effective instruction must be
systematic to truly assist at-risk students—reliance
on intuition won’t work.

Most recent researchers on the change process
(Elmore & McLaughlin, 1988; Fullan, 1982) stress
that school reformand school improvement are slow
and evolutionary. The heated battles and religious
wars of earlier epochs typically end in some sortof a
synthesis—one that reflects the realities of class-
rooms, rather than the polemics (Gersten &
Woodward, in press). ¢
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by Robert Dixon

“Polemical ghosts” is Carl Bereiter’s term for some
of the straw men who receive frequent rhetorical
lashings in educational debates. Prominent among
these ghosts are the convenient but nonexistent en-
emies of language arts integration—the ones who are
convinced thatit’s good for children to wade through
quagmires of meaningless worksheets and work
endlessly on preskills that don’t precede anything.

Thaveyet torun into a real person who holds those
views. But those of us who are closely associated
with thedevelopmentof Direct Instruction programs,
and who have no more use for isolated skills in-
struction than anyone else, are periodically startled
to find someone pointing a finger at us, in their
attempt to make these ghosts materialize.

Considering that Direct Instruction developed in
reaction against isolated skills instruction fully as
muchasany otherintegrated languageartsapproach,
we have to ask ourselves why anyone would cast us
in such a role.

The reason, 1 think, is that the most serious and
thoughtful approaches to language arts integration
are those that affect a program’s underlying struc-
ture more than its surface details. Understandably,
a program’s deep structure becomes apparent only
upon close, detailed, and time-consuming analysis.

On the other hancl, approaches that merely mix
many different activities superficially can always
give a conspicuous impression of integration simply
because everything they do lies on the surface.
Whether any of these surface traits produces the
desired outcomes is another matter entirely.

A History of the Indiscriminate Mix

We can trace the tendency toward superﬁc:al in-
tegration of skills all the way back to Noah Webster’s
famous “Blue-backed Speller.” Indeed, a short his-
torical review of spelling instruction in this country
may help to clarify my point, since the course of
spelling instruction is in many ways representative
of the course that most language arts programs have
taken over the last two centuries.

Noah Webster published his Grammatical Institute
of the English Language in the late 1700s. Perhaps it
was the first “integrated” language arts program,

*Reprinted with permission from Perspectives, 1990, Val. 2, No. 2
Published by Science Research Associates, Chicagpo, IL.

since it included three parts: a spelling book, a
grammar, and a reader.

Components of language arts were mixed not
only across the Institute, but also within the speller
itself. Consisting primarily of word lists for students
to memorize, the speller also included a pronuncia-
tion guide for each word as well as a few rules that
superficially helped with spelling Finally, Webster
included a brief moral lesson with each word list.
The following is an example from the second edition:

Ifyou are poor, labor will procure you food and clothing—
ifyou are rich it will strengthen the body, invigoraie the
mind, and keep you from vice, Every man therefore should
be busy in some employment.

While these moral lessons might loosely be con-
sidered “reading,” they did not contain words from
the spelling list. Indeed, Webster apparently pulled
the list words from his hat.

Whatever the weaknesses of Webster's speller
may have been, they did not seem to inhibit its sales,
which eventually reached an estimated 100 million
copies. Throughout the nineteenth century, spellers
changed very little until, at the beginning of our own
century, the little moral exhortations were generally
dropped.

Soon thereafter, spelling instruction itself was
virtually dropped from the curriculum of most
American schools-perhaps in an overreaction to the
ineffectiveness of nineteenth century speller. For the
first twenty years or so of our century, spelling
remained in general disrepute among educatorsasa
poor, distant relative of reading.

By the 1930s , however, educators renewed their
interest in spelling, and much of the research cited
today in support of various aspects of spelling in-
struction was conducted during this period-research
that concerned itself almost entirely with variations
on memorizing word list. Some changes in spelling
programs were implemented at this time: the selection
of words for study became based on frequency of use
list, and the packaging of books became more attrac-
tive. In addition, the common practice of the “Friday
spelling test” developed at this time.

Another feeble attempt to relate spelling mean-
ingfully to other areas of the language arts was the
introduction of weekly wordsina “interesting story”
rather thanin awordlist. This practice may havehad
some positive effect on reading, but it led to no
improvement in spelling performance-quite possi-
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bly because itactually reduced the time thatstu dents
spent on spelling. By the fifties, the “interesting
story” had disappeared.

The thirties, forties, and fifties saw much debate
over the minutiae of spelling instruction, including
such matters as the pros and cons of different memo-
rization techniques and the utility of various sensory
motor procedures. Increasingly colorful art work
brightened the pages of the programs. In addition,
non-spelling activities were added, ostensibly to in-
terrelated spelling with other language arts, Perhaps
these activities were equally aimed at alleviating the
sheer tedium of rote memorization. But, as with the
"interesting story” of an earlier era, the net effect of
the additions was simply to dilute spelling instruc-
tion. '

Amid all the surface change and ferment, very
little of a basic nature had really changed since the
daysof Webster. Fundamental elements of the “Blue-
backed Speller” remained: brief, often circularadvice
on writing, couched in the classical Latin terminol-
ogy so admired by our forefathers; and independent
practice ‘on sentences that bore little relationship
either to the introductory advice or to the examples.
Students still memorized lists presented in weekly
units, Friday tests remained the norm, and teachers
continued to complainthat spelling didn’t transfer to
writing.

The Beginnings of Modern Approaches to
Language Atts

The sixties proved to be as turbulent in education
as in other areas of life. Programmed learning rose
and fell during this period, leaving two important
legacies. First, R.F. Magerrefineda methodology for
stating objectives that has impacted instruction far
beyond the confines of programmed learning or be-
havioral psychology.

Second, programmed learning yielded the first
instructional methodology specified precisely enough
to beempirically verified atevery stage. This opened
the possibility thatinstruction could at last bejudged
“good” or “bad” according to objective, rather that
merely rthetorical, criteria.

The mastery learning of Bloom and Carroll de-
veloped during this time, and Robert Gagne began
the development oft “systematic” approaches to in-
structional design.

With respect to spelling, anew and more promising
tack was taken by Paul Hanna at Stanford, made
possible by the emergence of computer technology
and the rising prestige of linguistics. In a landmark
study, Hanna and his associates at Standford dem-
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onstrated that “spelling phonics” was far more regu-
lar than anyone had theretofore believed.

The Stanford researchers developed about 200
very sophisticated rules for spefling the the sound of
English—rules that incorporated word and syllable
position, as well as the effect of primary stress in
words and syllables. They equipped a computer
with these rulesand then asked it tospell over 17,000
words (which were fed into it via phonemicnotation).

Although Hanna and his associates freely ac-
knowledged that their study omitted “important
morpholoical and contextual information needed
for a comprehensive mastery of American-English
orthography, “the computer nevertheless spelled
nearly 50% of the words correctly—a remarkable
performance under the circumstances. This study
had the potential to shift instructional practice away
from memorization and toward generalization. Yet
designers of instructional programs failed to pick up
the cue, and students continued to memorize word
lists for Friday tests.

Direct Instruction Brings Genuine
Skills Integration

With the ad vent of Direct Instruction, meaningful
integration of skills found its way into spelling and
other areas of instruction. Like some others in the
sixties, Siegfried Engelmann admired the empirical,
accountable aspects of programmed learning and
mastery learning. Because he also appreciated the
critical role of content knowledge in the analysis of
cognitive learning and recognized instructions as a

 form of communication, he based his approach to in-

struction upon the complex interactions among all
three factors: behavior, content knowledge, and
communication. '

Although Engelmann'’s goals included far more
than integration, the full integration of skills and
knowledge is basic to the instructional system he
developed, not only for spelling, but for all other
areas of instruction. His specific methodologies are
so unique, however, that many observers have dif-
ficulty even today in recognizing thedegree to which
integration has been achieved. ‘

In his approach to spelling, as with other content
ares, Engelmann analyzed and organized the subject
in a manner that would most clearly communicate
generalizations to learners. In general, this meant

_preciselyidentifying the highest ordersofknowledge

within the discipline so that lower levels could be
learned as generalized relationships.

For example, in the Spelling Mustery program,
students first learn phonemic generalizations, capi-



talizing upon much of the alphabetic regularity iden-
tified by Hannaand hisassociates. The program then
switches to a strong meaning-based (morphemic)
emphasis. :
Engelmann’s decision to teach spelling not only as
it relates to sound, but also as it relates to meaning
was consistent with Hanna’s conclusion that mastery
of half or more of English orthography is dependent
upon morphological information. 1t is further vali-
dated by this more recent statement by Shane
Templeton:
* As for the spelling system of English, linguists have
poirtted out that it makes a great deal of sense when viewed

from the perspective of how well it represents meaning
rather than simply how will it represents sound.

A couple of quick examples help to illustrate how
attention to meaning makes sense of English spelling,
Words like sign are often cited as examples of how
little sense English orthography makes in terms of
sound. However, the role of sound in language arts
is secondary to that of meaning The meéaning of sign
is preserved in semantically related words, even
though the sound changes: signal, signature, consign,
design and others.

Other sets of words reflect this same “meaning
preserving” principle: condemn/condemnation, for
example, and autumn/autumnal. The mostcommon
example of this phenomenon is the suffix -ed, which
alternates among three different sound correspon-
dences: helped, started, longed-while preserving its
semantic and syntactic properties in one spelling.

Moreover, the thousands of words students might
elect to use in good writing are comprised of a
relatively small number of morphemes (prefixes,
bases, and suffixes). For example, the base -ceive-,
derived from a Latin word for “take,” occurs in
numerous words such as receive, deceive, perceive,
and preconceive. Students who learn to spell -ceive
and to recognize it as a morphemic unit can general-
ize the spellings of the words of which it is crucial
part. A few hundred morphemes generalized to
thousands of words.

When we contrast this with the traditional graded
word list approach inspired by Webster and Iater
“refined” by others, two things become apparent.
First, the traditional approach not only fails to assist

students in inducing valuable generalizations such

as these, but actually works to prevent such gener-
alization, since words with these obvious relation-
ships rarely even appear at the same grade level!
Second, the approach to integration taken by
Webster and many of his successors begins to look
crude indeed. They simply “mixed”skills in a lan-
guage arts stew: a pinch of decoding, a dash of
grammar, a sprinkling of usage, and several dollops

of vocabulary etymology encoding, and so forth,
Often there is no necessary connection among these
elements.

Engelmann’s highly refined approach, on the other
hand, has the effect of integrating those components of
language arts that naturally support one another. A
morphemic approach to spelling, for example, in-
evitably brings together semantics, vocabulary, syntax
etymology, and structural analysis. And because
these aspects of languageartsare common to reading
as well as writing, the approach can have positive
effects on reading comprehension as well.

Organizing the Integration of Skills

To his system of content analysis, Engelmann
added a method of organization that he called “track
sequencing.” This method of delivering skills to
learners in parallel tracks, rather than in the familiar
fixed units of instruction is easily misapprehended
by the untrained observer.

In the simplest terms, Engelmann accommodated
the fact thatlittle worth knowingislearned instantly.
The broad goals of integration, generalization, and
transference fake time fo develop. Furthermore, he
recognized what weall knowintuitively: some things
simply take longer to learn than others.

Therefore, skillsand knowledge areinitially taught—
yes—in isolation, as this simplifies their communica-
tionto learners. Butnoskill remainsinisolation. After
initial instruction, the skill is gradually integrated
with other skills and knowledge, transferred to an
ever-widening range of application, and ultimately
shifted from teacher-directed instruction to fully
independent application,

In many instances, it takes weeks or months for
this process to evolve fully. Because of the system’s
gradual and intricate unfolding, the detailed articu-
lation of any given skill can easily escape the hasty
observer. Looking at a single day’s lesson, the ob-
server sees only various segments of various parallel
tracks-and nothing approaching the full picture.

These tracks follow the same pattern in all disci-
plines, whether the subject is spelling, reading,
mathematics, or what have you. For purposes of
illustration, however, the doubling rule from Spell-
ing Mastery serves well. The rule, first presented in
isolation, is quickly expanded to include literally
hundreds of applications; it is systematically inte-
grated into discrimination, writing, and proofread-
ing activities;and at last it is applied independently,
with no teacher prompting whatever. Perhaps most
important, itis cumulatively reviewed until students
achieve the high level of automaticity at which the
mechanics of spelling no longer interfere with think-
ing during the writing process.
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History Repeats Itself

Although Engelmann’s goals fully correlate with
those generally valued throughout education, his
methods of analysis and organization have under-
standably eluded many observers. History simply
provides little frame of reference for recognizing or
evaluating such intricately detailed approaches to
the desired goals.

History does, on the other hand, clearly reveal a
tendency in American education to focus on the
more superficial aspects of pedagogy rather thanon
outcomes that actually occur. This fact has been
lamented by Paul R. Trafton:

In the past, American education has emphasized insiruc-
tional input, assuming , ak least implicitly, that if certain
thingsaredone instructionally, then the desired outcomies
will oceur. This is particularly true for instruction in
problem solving and is inherent in much thinking about
curriculum reform. Faith that an approach will result in
the desired objective is often substituted for careful as-
sessment of whether the desired outcome in fact pccurs.
Ta gain the greatest amount of learning fora reasonable
amount of instruction, it is critical that more attention be
given to information about the effects of instruction on
student learning. That is, educators need to be more
concerned about studentoutcomes, using such information
to modify what is taught end how it is taught, This
orientation can lead to more efficient and effective use of
instructional time,

Most misapprehensions about Direct Instruction
programs relate directly to the syndrome Trafton
identifies. It is easy to notice conspicuous input
characteristics such as the initial, isolated, introduc-
tion of skilisand knowledge. Yet far more significant
{and typically overlooked in a cursory examination)
are the fully generalized and integrated outcomes of
Direct Instruction. Distressingly, some educators
continue to give their single-minded attention to
inputs while overlooking rather straight forward
student outcomes and disregarding twenty years of
accumulated performance data.

In summation, we have seen that language arts
integration has most often been attempted through
the indiscriminate mixing of language arts compo-
nents. Sometimes those components have been
mixed within the confines of instructional programs
(roughly 1790s-1910, 1930s-1950s, and 1970s-1980s)
and sometimes mixed independently of such pro-
grams (1920s, 1960s). Currenily, there is some re-
surgence of the notion that instructional programs,
almost by definition, are in conflict with meaningful
languageartsintegration. In California, for example,
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there is some movement away from language arts
instructional programs, in spite of thisclear statement
inthe California English-Language Arts Framework:
Spelling, handwriting, grammar, and punctuation are
subskills to writing and should not be taught as ends in
themselpes, but rather as means to helping students be-
come coptpetent, fluent users of language. Fxercises and
activities for teaching these skills may be part of the
students’ texts to be used as needed in the integrated
program, or they may bebound separately. Howewer, they
must be aligned with the total progrant.

Only Bereiter’s “polemical ghosts” would argue
with the Framework’s contention that subskills are
only subskills. At the extreme, however, we find
subskills treated as matters that will develop auto-
matically out of meaningful reading and writing-in
effect taking care of themselves. For this point of
view there is no historical precedent, and for good
reason: it's patent nonsense.

Spelling ability, for example, will no more magi-
cally emerge from meaningful writing than it did
from meaningful reading in the 1930s. Consider the
writing that adults do: all of it is “real”and meaning-
ful to the adult doing the writing; yet adult poor
spellers remain poor spellers. The hope (or to use
Trafton’s term, the faith) that subskills will emerge
from meaningful outcomnes is as valid as the hope of
building a house before its foundation is poured and
its walls framed in. The willingness of some to leave
essential skills and information to the workings of
blind faith is scary indeed, when the practical, pro-
ductive adult lives of our students hang in the bal-
ance.

If our little stroll through the history of spelling
and language artsinstruction indicates anything, itis
that quick and superficial fixes have never fixed
much of anything. Asoftenaslhaveread Aesop, the
hare has yet to win the race. Steady, patient, con-
sidered progress remains our best hope of a signifi-
cantly more literate future. And that is the kind of
progress that Direct Instruction programs are care-
fully designed to deliver. ¢
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Almost a hundred years before the poet John
Keats was born, textbook adoption folklore has it
that Benjamin Harris wrote and published the first
textbook, The New England Prinier, sometime be-
tween 1687 and 1690. This textbook was a tiny, three-
by-four-inchbook of irregular, handcut type (Bishop
& Robinson, 1916, cited in Jensen, 1931}, and unlike
the content of today’s textbooks, Harris’ “textbook”
promoted the virtues of “New England puritanism,
savage theology, contempt of joy and tenderness,
sturdy self-reliance, and noble emphasis on right
living” (Jensen, 1931, p. 2).

Today, it's well accepted that American schools
are textbook dominated (Chall, 1967; Duffy &
MclIntyre, 1980; Farr & Tulley, 1984, 1985; Goodlad,
1976; Rosecky, 1978; Singer, 1977). As Farr, Tulley,
and Rayford (1987) state, “Textbooks dominate in-
struction in elementary and secondary schools” (p.
59). Tyson-Bernstein (1988) also notesthat “textbooks
have become the de facto curriculum of the public
schools. Numerous studies have reported the sig-
nificant amounts of classroom time elementary and
secondary students spend directly involved with
textbook materials (Dixon, 1979; Goldstein, 1978,
cited in Farr, Tulley, & Rayford, 1987; Osborn, Jones,
& Stein, 1985; Tulley, 1985). In fact, the predominance
of textbooks has prompted Osborn, Jones, and Stein
(1985) to argue that “improving textbook programs
used in American schools is an essential step toward
improving American schooling” (p: 10).

Although the research on the use and effects of
textbooks on students in general education is well
established, the potential impact of mainstream
textbooks on students with disabilities who have
diverse learning and curricular needs is yet to be
examined. At the present time, special education
practitioners,administrators, and parents of students
with disabilities appear to have no voice in the text-

*The preparation of this paper was supported in part by Grant
HO23D50007 from the U.S. Office of Special Education.
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book adoption process. As evidence, we contacted
State Department of Education representatives from
16 states across the country to assess whether official
policies exist that formally include special educators
in the textbook adoption process. Of the 16 state
education representatives we interviewed, not one
could point to official policies that included special
educators in the adoption process. Five of the states,
all of which were “nonadoption states,” had no poli-
cies whatsoever on textbook adoption, indicating
that the authority to choose textbooks rested solely
with the local school districts (IKameenui & Carnine,
1990).

Textbooks that are designed to accommodate the
mythical average student(i.e.,studentsin the middle
of the bell curve) affect both students and teachers
alike. Too many students do not readily benefit from
these “mainstream” curricula. Only about 3 outof20
eighth-grade-age students can successfully work the
problemsinan eighth-grade mathematicsbasal(Anrig
& LaPointe, 1989). This inappropriate “fit” of ma-
terials and students causes teachers to spend inor-
dinate amounts of time modifying textbook materi-
als so that their students can succeed. In a recent
survey of 185 teachers of students with behavioral
disorders from around the country (George, George
& Grosenick, 1990), nearly half (49%) of those sur-
veyed indicated that the time available for develop-
ing and modifying curriculum for their students was
“totally inadequate.” Only 11% indicated that time
to complete this task was sufficient. Follow-up
telephone contacts with a subsample of teachers
(n=96) revealed that teachersfelt compelled to modify
nearly all aspects of a disabled student’s daily aca-
demic work because of the inappropriateness of the
materials (George, George & Grosenick, 1990). Al-
though the modification required for mainstream
students is not as great, it is still substantial.

As Good, Grouws, and Ebmeier (1983), Gersten,
Carnine, and White (1983), Kameenui and Simmons
(1990}, and others have pointed out, curriculum

" modification is not easy for teachers. In fact, Good

and Grouws (1979) state that it's “the only variable
that teachers, asa group, had considerable troublein
implementing” (p. 358}. 1In addition, the lack of time
for professional planning and excessive demands
placed upon teachers by “paperwork” (Weiskopf,
1980) have been identified as major sources of stress
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for teachers, which have been associated with teacher
attrition. Expecting teachers to “fix” textbooks is
unrealistic.

A rather obvious alternative route to better cur-
ricular materials is to select them in the first place.
The purpose of the present study was to investigate
the extent to which a Curriculum-Analysis-Workshop
{CAW) that focused on effective pedagogical vari-
ables could influence the importance attributed to
those variables by the members of a textbook adop-
tiori committee.

Method
Setting

The school district had developed a strong tradi-
tion of careful textbook selection. For example, a
group comprised of the Math Coordinator (a half-time
teacher onassignment), the Curricuium Director, the
Director of Planning and Evaluation, and the Director
of Staff Development began their two-year math-
ematics textbook adoption process with a thorough
review of the state and local mathematics require-
ments and guidelines, as well asall availableresearch
on effective practices in teaching math. They also
determined the extent to which time allocations were
adequate for math instruction and guidelines. In
addition, they studied in detail the new National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics Standards for
mathematics and incorporated these into their K-12
Math Goal Statement. This work resulted in the
development of Educational Specifications (Ed Specs}
for Math K-12.

- Arange of questions were addressed in the Edu-
cational Specifications including:

1. “Which philosophy, approach, or combination
of approaches should the district embrace?”

At the elementary level, the district recommen-
dation was not to use a separate math manipulative
program. In the absence of independent studies
examining long-term effects of manipulative use, the
district conducted its ownresearch of Math Their Way.
Their research included standardized test scores,
teacher grades, and interviews of teachers and stu-
dents. From 110 to 180 students were included at
fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. There were no posi-
tive effects associated with the use of manipulatives.
_ Their study revealed no difference between student
scores for both students with and without formal
instruction in manipulatives. A separate curriculum
based on manipulatives was not adopted.

2. “Should it be expected that an entire book will
be presented at any particular grade level or should

26 Direct INsTrUCTION NEWS, WINTER, 1991

critical units/chapters be identified?”

It was determined that an entire book would not
have to be completed within any particular grade
level or in any specific course. Critical elements
which can be adequately taught within the time
constraints will beidentified for each level or course.
Also, time will be provided for enrichment and
remediation.

Subjects

Once the Educational Specifications had been
completed, a Mathematics Curriculum Committee
was developed with one representative from each
school. The goal of this group was to identify in-
structional materials, and learning objectives and to
complete the K-12 curriculum to be recommended to
the School Board. At the end of January, this cur-
riculum committee received training from the Cen-
ter for the Study of Mathematics Instruction at the
University of Oregon. A portion of this training
addressed the pedagogical variables that affectlower-
performing students’ progress in mathematics.

Measures

Two measures were administered both beforeand
after the Curriculum-Analysis-Workshop (CAW)in-
tervention. Each CAW participant analyzed two
consecutive lessons from a widely used basal math-
ematics program and responded to a structured in-
terview., The purpose of these pre-post measures
was to determine the extent to which the CAW in-
tervention increased the participants’ awareness of
the aspects of the mathematics curriculum that have
proven to enhance learning (e.g., the pedagogical
variables). To that end, the responses on all mea-
sures were classified into the three major categories:
pedagogical variables, philosophical variables, and
approaches/tools.

Lesson Analysis. The participants were asked to
analyze a basal mathematics lesson for its overall
teachability. The directions for completing this task
were open-ended. That is, they were asked to com-
ment on the adequacy, strengths and weaknesses of
the lesson. No criteria were given as guidelines for
their analyses. :

The Lesson Analyses were scored using the Program
Evaluation Scoring Form. This form contained the
three categories (pedagogical variables, philosophi-
cal variables, and approaches/tools) and their
components.

Structured Interview. The Pre and Post Structured
Interview addressed these issues: pedagogical vari-
ables, philosophical variables. approaches/tools,




perceived competence, adequacy of current basal,
accomodating low performers, and use of basals.

Results
Lesson Analysis

Before and after the Curriculum-Analysis-Work-
shop (CAW) intervention, participants were asked
to analyze two consecutive mathematicslessons taken
from the third-grade level of a popular basal math-
ematics program.

Pedagogical Variables. In the Pre-Lesson Analysis,
the pedagogical variables were addressed 23 times.
The Pedagogical Variables were addressed 39 times in
the Post-Lesson Analyses.

The quality of the participants’ analyses also im-
proved from Pre- to Post-Lesson Analysis. Unlike the
vague and general Pre-Lesson Analyses comments,
their Post-Lesson Analyses comments were specificand
critical. For example, on the Pre-Lesson Analysis, a
participant stated that “the worksheets are not suffi-
cient” (component: “Guided Practice”). On the post-
measure, this individual specifically stated that “the
lesson is about renaming, starting with zeros, but the
practice page has a different type of problem.”

As predicted, the pedagogical variables were the

primary focus of the post analyses. Particularly note-

worthy and revealing was the increased awareness
of the importance of the “Rate of Introduction” and
“Efficiency” components. “Rate of Introduction”
looks at: (a) the number of new skills or concepts that
are taught in a lesson, and (b) whether the rate is
adequate for students to reach mastery beforeanother
new skill or concept isintroduced. Itisassumed that
students who are exposed to skills and concepts in a
cursory fashion will be deprived of the foundation
on which increasingly difficult concepts are built.
This increased awareness was evidenced by the fol-
lowing comments:

“Adjust the rate of introduction to allow for more
practiceof the objective.” “New topicsare introduced
at a very fast pace.”

“Too fast! Introducing borrowing twice with ze-
ros is too hard.”

Mathematics achievement will be minimal if pre-
requisite skills are omitted or covered cursorily, and
when new information is presented in a vague and
inconsistent fashion. These sentiments were expressed
in the following comments:

“Background knowledge is assumed. This is very
dangerous.”

“Thereis noreview—justassume they canrename
once—especially assume they can rename once with
zero's.” ‘

“Teacher explanations are not clear.”

“The students find out how to borrow twice. It is
not taught or demonstrated specifically.”

Philosophical Variables. There was a slight in-
crease in the frequency with which philosophical
variables were discussed from Pre- fo Post-Lesson
Analyses. Although the overall difference in these
scores was modest, there was a promising change in
the “Discovery Patterns/ Rules” component (pre=0,
post = 3)—is the lesson designed to lead students to
discover patterns (algorithms) and rules (concepts)
or are they taught explicitly? Post-Lesson Analyses
showed that three individuals commented on this
component. One participant wrote, “Beware! The
phrase, “Lead students to discover that they must
regroup...” assumes that the students will come up
with the correct steps and rules.” '

Approaches/Tools. There was a significant de-
crease (from 21 to 9) in the frequency that the Ap-
proaches{Tools variables were discussed from pre- to
post-testing. The greatest decreases occurred in the
“Cooperative Learning,” “High Performers Con-
sidered,” and the “Manipulatives” components. This
decrease was expected because the CAW interven-
tion focused on teaching the participants to look
critically at specific design variables and not teach-
ing methods. '

Evidence of a shift in the focal point of their
analysis appeared in the decrease of the frequency
that the “Manipulatives” component wasaddressed.
The decrease from 7 to 3 appears to be:directly
related to the “Efficiency” component in the Peda-
gogical Variables whose frequency increased 7 points
from pre- to post-analysis (D to 7 times respectively).
After the intervention, the participants realized that
achievement gains are not commensurate with the
amount of time invested in the use of manipulatives.
Rather, achievement is related to the quality of the
instructional techniques thatareemployed. Itappears
that the participants are aware that there is an ap-
propriate place for manipulates in mathematics in-
struction. Perhaps the intervention will assist them
indetermining how and when to use them effectively,

This realization is exemplified by a teacher who,
in her pre-analysis, stated: “I think there needs to be
more practice with manipulatives—not just one or
two problems.” On the post-analysis, the same in-
dividual wrote: “Not efficient in the use of
manipulatives. Each child is using manipulatives for
several problems.”

Structured Interview

Pedagogical Variables. In the Pre-Interview, 3 of
the 13 Pedagogical Variables were discussed. The
teachers mentioned explicitness of the conceptual
activity, review, and remediation as being important
when considering a mathematics curriculum for
adoption. Of these three variables, clear and explicit
explanations of concepts and review were consid-
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ered mostimportant. Itappears that the participants
valued programs where skills were reinforced in
subsequentlessons withinand between gradelevels.

In the Post-Interview the comments regarding the
importance of the pedagogical variables increased
considerably. Six of the 13 variables were men-
tioned. They were appropriate and clear student
directions; clear, explicit, and complete explanations
of concepts; explicit, complete, and consistent ex-
planations of algorithms; cumulative review; as-
sessment and remediation techniques; and linkage
between concepts and corresponding algorithms.
Every teacher mentioned at least one Pedagogical
Variable. The participants considered appropriate
and clear directions in the students’ text and cumu-
lative review to be most important.

Philosophical Variables. The primary Philo-
sophical Variable mentioned by the upper grade
teachers in both the Pre- and Post-Interview was “In-
tegration of problem-solvingactivities withreallife.”
Four of the teachers discussed this variable in the
Pre-Interview with three considering it most impor-
tant. In the Post-Inferview, only two teachers (grades
5 and 6) mentioned this variable. A sixth grade
teacher continued to feel that the problem-solving
issue was very important.

Approaches/Tools. On the Pre-Inferview, 3 of the 6
Approaches/Tools variables were mentioned (i.e.,
manipulatives, calculators/computers, and supple-
mentary materials}). The use of manipulatives was
the primary Approaches/Tools variable that the
teachers looked for when selecting a mathematics
textbook. This variable was particularly important
to the primary grade teachers.

Two of the nine teachersexpressed concerns about
supplementary materialsand considerationsfor high-
performing students. They felt that most of the
supplementary materials that accompany basal
mathematics programs are merely additional drill
and practice designed to review and reinforce skills.
These participants wanted supplementary materials
that would engage more able students in activities
that tapped higher-order thinking skills.

Insum, the Approaches/Tools variable wascited eight
times. Only the use of manipulatives was considered
mostimportant in reviewing amathematics program
for adoption. On the Post-Inferview, using
manipulatives was mentioned once. It was not
considered most important.

Perceived Competence. Participants were asked
how confident they felt about serving on a Math-
ematics Curriculum Review and Adoption Com-
mittee. In the Pre-Interview, 2 of the 9 teachers felt
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“fine” and one felt “okay” about serving on this
committee. A teacher who had served on three
committees felt “very confident.” Conversely, a
teacher who had never served on this type of com-
mittee stated that she was “fairly confident” about
assuming the role of a committee member.

Because it was their first time serving on an adop-
tioncommittee, theremaining four teachers expressed
some uncertainty about participating in this type of
activity. However, most of them felt that they could
represent their peers.

In the Post-Interview, all of the members of the
latter group stated that they gained considerable
confidence after the CAW intervention. - It appears
that the tenets of effective instruction and curriculum
design presented in the CAW provided the partici-
pants with the knowledge and support they needed
to make an informed decision regarding the quality
of the mathematics programs being considered for
adoption,

Adequacy of Current Basal. In this two-part
question, participants were asked if they found that
their current basal mathematics program was ad-
equate and whether it needed to be modified. Pre-
Interview responses indicated that over half of the
teachers felt the program was not adequate and
needed significant modification. They stated that
the textbooks lacked a sufficient amount of practice
problems. A teacher who felt that the program was
adequate, mentioned that she had to make modifi-
cations in this area as well.

The responses on the Post-Interview were sub-
stantially more sophisticated and insightful. Two
respondents indicated that the newly adopted text
would be “more than adequate.” Six felt it was
“adequate,” and onebelieved thatit wasnot adequate.
The individual who was not satisfied with the pro-
gram reasoned that there was too much reading for
low-performing students and an insufficient amount
of independent practice and cumulative review.

Although they had not used the program, several
participants discussed initial ideas for modifying it.
For example, one teacher stated that she would need
to use manipulatives efficiently and provide more
practice when teaching the algorithms for addition
and subtraction. Another téacher noted that the
Textbook Adoption Committee planned to reduce
the amount of content covered by lower performers
and provide additional cumulative review. A third
grade teacher commented that more guided practice
was needed.

Itis evident that in the Post-Inferview participants
were addressing the Pedagogical Variables which were



the focus the CAW intervention. They appeared to
recognize the importance of implementing modifi-
cations that incorporate adequate practice, cumula-
tive review, effective use of manipulative, efficiency
of instructional time, and clear, explicit explanations
of algorithms. They also realized that the rapid rate
at which most concepts are taught impedes learning.

Accommodating Low Performers. This question
asked the participant to identify specific aspects of
the basal mathematics program that would enable
the teacher toaccommodate low-performingstudents.
Pre-Interview responses referred to the series that
they were using at that time. Post-Interview replies
referred to the new series that the committee rec-
ommended for adoption.

In the Pre-Interview, 6 of the 9 respondents were

unable to identify specific program features that
would enable them to accommodate low-performers.
A primary grade teacher noted that the simple, un-
cluttered layout of the text would be beneficial for
low-performers. An intermediate level teacher said
that the basic and enrichment worksheets which
provided additional practice would accommodate
low performers.
- Significantly more Post-Interview responses re-
ferred to the Pedagogical Variables developed in the
CAW. Nearly one-half of therespondents commented
on theclear directions for both teachers and students.
Favorable comments were made regarding the logi-
cal sequence of skills. They were particularly im-
pressed with the preskills (i.e., “Background
Knowledge”) that were taught before a difficult
concept was introduced. A sixth grade teacher liked
the way fractions were taught and consistently re-
viewed throughout the program. She commented
that the routine review provided the background
knowledge that students would need to understand
new concepts. Similarly, a fourth grade teacher
stated that the well-organized program provided
“daily warm-ups to review previously taught skills”
which promoted the learning of new skilis.

Use of Basals. In this two-part question, the par-
ticipants were asked if they used the basal math-
ematics program on a daily basis and, if so, what
percentage of the time it was used in contrast to the
time that was spent on either teacher-designed ac-
tivities or activities selected from other sources.
Allparticipantsused the basal mathematics program
on a daily basis. The percentage of time that this
program was used ranged from 20% to 90%. Seven
of the nine respondents used the basal at least 50% of
the time. Of these seven teachers, five of them used
it at least 75% of the time. One teacher who used the
basal 80% of the time indicated that the supplemen-
tal material was primarily used for remediation.

Teacher Assessment. This question was asked to

ascertain the techniques teachers used to determine
skill mastery and remediation. At the kindergarten
level, the teacher observed and orally tested the
students. Mostof the first throughssixth grade teachers
used the tests provided by the publisher. However,
their comments indicated that the validity of these
assessments was questionable. For example, one
teacher stated that the tests did not contain enough
items to demonstrate mastery or determine error
patterns. A fourth grade teacher said, “ Many kids
fail [the tests] even when their daily work is good.”
To supplement the test data, some teachers assessed
students’ work during chalkboard games.

Forremediation, most teachers either worked with
students individually or pulled out small groups of
children with similar skill deficiencies. Some of the
teachers used the reteaching worksheets provided
by the publisher.

Selection Criteria. The participants were asked to
state the criteria they applied while serving on the
Textbook Adoption Committee and why thosecriteria
were useful. Allrespondents valued the information
from the CAW. They felt that it helped them to
examine the programs analytically. That is, the in-
formation gave them a set of empirically based
standards that they used to compare the components
of the basal mathematics programsbeing considered.
They stated that the criteria were especially helpful
in identifying “hot spots” (i.e., skills that are difficult
for students to understand, such as computations
with zeros and fractions).

Some respondents commented that their entire
selection process came from the workshop. One
participant said, “Without the workshop, it would
havebeendifficult.” Anadministrator summed itup
by saying that the workshop allowed them to look at
hot spots, grade level criteria, and sound ed ucational
practices.

Subsequent Actions by the District

After the CAW, the Math Curriculum Committee
surveyed teachers in each of their buildings to de-
termine what areas they believed were the most
important to teach and the most difficult to learn.
The committee then developed criteria for the
evaluation of mathematics textbooks based on the
January workshop and the teachers’ concerns. They
evaluated six basal math series using these criteria
and reviewed three “hot spots”: (1) story problems,
(2) place value/regrouping, and (3) fractions. (Later,
story problems were deemed to be too difficult to
rate as a hot spot.)

After anopendiscussion regarding theirreactions
to the criteria, and pros/cons of each program, the
committee then conducted ayes/no elimination vote.
This narrowed their search to four basals. After
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ranking them, one basal clearly came out above the
others. Anin-depth analysis of the prosand cons of
that basal was then conducted. Their results were
communicated to the principals and classroom
teachers.

The teachers serving on the Math Curriculum
Committee were given a total of five release days in
which to attend the adoption workshop, develop the
criteria, review the textbooks, and talk with publisher
representatives. The last step of the committee’s
adoption process was to invitea representative from
the basal publisher to discuss the committee’s areas
of concern. These areas of concern centered around:

» The untraditional multiplication strategy in-

troduced in third and fourth grades.

e More focused instruction in the areas of time

and money.

» How calculation problems with zeros as digits

were presented.

= The need for a cumulative review booklet at

each grade level.
They also requested that the publisher make avail-
able information on the field-testing of the program.

Meanwhile, the teachers on the committee contin-
ued their work by determining the objectives that
needed to be covered and expanded at each grade
level. During an extended summer contract, they
completed the mathematics curriculum guide based
on the objectives they identified.

Discussion

The findings from the interviews and lesson
analyses suggest that teachers did come to place
more importance on pedagogical variables in select-
ing math basals. In addition, the actions of the
district following the CAW intervention confirm the
conclusion that pedagogy continued to play a promi-
nent role. For example, the committee requested
better instruction for time and money, and for com-
putation with problems involving zeros; the com-
mittee also asked for cumulative review material for
each grade level and for information on how the
basal was field-tested and revised. Finally, the
committee set priorities for each grade level, so that
high priority topics could be given enough time to
allow for more thorough instruction.

Overall, the results are encouraging. The typical
lack of attention to pedagogical variables seems to
reflect the lack of appropriate inservice for teachers
rather than resistance or indifference to pedagogical
variables. It is conceivable that more wide-spread
inservices across the country could eventually lead
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to better-informed selection committees and, as a
consequence, basal programs that more fully incor-
porate important pedagogical variables. Such a
transformation could lead to better math instruction
for all students. @
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Field report from a Southern California School
Distriet

The importance of a good, reliable curriculum
often gets lost In teaching. [ do so many things each
day. I prepare lessons, grade papers, work with
students individually, and figure outhow to explain
new anddifficultideas. Last year I suddenlybecame
aware of what [ usually take for granted.

We've been immersed in the adoption process—
the state’s shift to a literature-based approach in
reading. Ilike some of the stories in the new pro-
grams, and there are several ideas that I'm sure I'll
try out. But there’s such a difference between the
programs.

Teachers in my school who are piloting the four
series tell me that many students, especially the low
performers, have to stretch too far to succeed. They
need more than what the program offers. What
works for some students— the writing, the challeng-
ing comprehension activiles—is frustrating for the
child who is struggling just to read the story. I'in
concerned about this and want to make sure that I
can rely on the program to teach all of the kids in my
class.

— a California teacher

California’s New Language Arts Framework

California is now immersed a significant (as well

as an historical) reform in its elementary school
reading curriculum. The shift to a literature-based
approach is grounded in an intensive integration of
reading, writing, speaking, and listening activities
that span the curriculum. Students will no longer
work on fragmented activities or meaningless
worksheets, and all phonics instruction should be
completed in the early grades. The new approach
also calls forcomplementary practices —discussions
and writing activities that directly support what has
been read.

This is a highly ambitious tact for California’s
public schools. Many administrators and teachers
are having a difficult time adjusting to the goals of
the new framework. So are many students. While
teachers are expected to actively and directly teach
learning strategies, there will be many occasions
when the new, literature-based curricula isn’tenough.
This realization led one large Southern California
school district to adopt SRA’s Reading Mastery pro-
gram for its elementary special education program.

A Comparison of Reading Curricula
Over the 1989-1990school year, fifteen elementary

Reading Mastery and Literature-Based Programs

special education teachers piloted four major basal
programs. One of these was SRA’s Reading Muastery
series. The others included new literature-based
programs that were being piloted in the regular
program. These special educators used each pro-
gram for eight weeks, enough time to get a feel for the
program’s merits and disadvantages. They rated
each programacross many dimensions, mostof which
are listed in Table 1. In each instance, the higher
scores indicated greater teacher approval of the pro-
gram for that category. Ratings in every category
strongly favored SRA’s Reading Mastery series.

Reading Mastery was rated consistently higher on
all criteria, even as much as six times higher in some
areas. These pilot teachers quickly recognized the
value of using Reading Mastery with their elementary
special education students. Category by category,
the program contained those variables that educa-
tional research has determined critical to instruction:
appropriate placement, ongoing assessment, a logi-
cal sequence of instruction, and adaptability to in-
dividual differences.

In a separate analysis, the fifteen teachers inde-
pendently rated the four programs for their inad-

Table 1. Evaluation of K-6 Englisl/ Language
Arts Programs: A Sample of Ratings®

Reading Other
Mastery  Programs*
Sequence of Instruction 12 5
Ongoing Assessment 12 3
Practice and Review 10 2
Entry Behaviors 2
Motivation and Interest 5
Behavioral Objectives 4
Initial Assessment
and Placernent 8 1
Adaptability to Individual
Differences 8 3
Validation Data on
Effectiveness 6 1
Total 82 26

*Higher scores mean a greater approval rating
* The scores listed are an average for the three other commercial
reading series
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surricuiu

equacies using the same criteria. Results are a mirror
image of the data above. That is, the three other
programs were consistently judged as lacking many
of the variables important to effective instruction
and student success. In this case, the higher the
score, the less desirable the program. While the total
score for Reading Mastery on all of the evaluation
criteria was 8, the mean score for the other three
programs was 78. Very few of the teachers found
anything negative to say about the SRA program.

And these formal criteria do not even address a
major concern among the teachers — teaching stu-
dents phonics and decoding. The special education
staff all recognize the need for a consistent, highly
structured phonics program. Only Reading Mastery
met this requirement adequately.

Perhaps the most interesting part of this analysis

Adoption in California—Continued

is how teacher comments compare to the formal
evaluations. In describing the literature-based pro-
grams, teachers found many good ideas in each
program. Some teachers said their students liked a
particular story, one teacher thought some of the
overheadswereespecially useful, and another teacher
felt that the repetition in one program was a good
idea for special education students. Yet when they
evaluated each prograrmnacross all fourteen variables,
the reactions were more pronounced. The Reading
Mastery series was by far the most reliable program,
the one these teachers felt could improve the special
education student’s reading ability in both decoding
and comprehension. These reactions are largely
responsible for thislarge Southern Californiadistrict’s
adoption of Reading Mastery as a program fo
complement its literature based series. ¢

el Fig
he John Fen

Elementary school students learn to read texts in
two distinct ways by the sixth grade. They read for
enjoyment (something we commonly associate with
fictional writing) and, ultimately, they read content
area material for understanding. The vast majority
of commercial reading programsstress fiction through
short stories and occasional poems.

Reading nonfictional material for understanding
isn’t really taught in most programs. Itis assumed
that students will abruptly acquire a taste for this
kind of reading when they encounter science and
social studies texts in the intermediate grades. Un-
fortunately, most children need to prepare for con-
fent area texts gradually. They also need consider-
able practice at this kind of reading. Itis a style of
reading that requires careful interpretation of the
text, knowledge of key vocabulary, and remember-
ing important facts and concepts that already have
been taught.

The Reading Mastery series is unique as a com-
mercial “basal” program because it includes these
two distinct types of reading. Through fiction, stu-
dents learn how to interpret feelings, how to use
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" context clues, and how to find the main idea. The

characters are lively and unusual. Yetinmany of the
stories, there isan artful mixof fiction withimportant
science and social studies concepts.

In Reading Mastery III, for example, third graders
learn geography, common units of measurement,
fundamental science rules, and some history. Science
rules are simplified for the young reader (“When
something moves in one direction, there is a push in
the oppositedirection”). Instructionin these concepts
occurs acrosstnany stories. Studentsareasked about
the rulelater, inanother stery, By making predictions
based on the rule, they learn a different way of
reading (“OK, look at the picture of the girl standing
in the boat. She’s going to jump onto the dock. Which
direction will the boat go? Why?”). They also learn

how to apply this knowledge in many contexts —

even ones that are largely fictional.

The story, “Herman Flies to Italy,” is a good ex-
ampleof this application. Thisdelightful stery about
a flynamed Herman and his trip to Europe combines
previous instruction inscience (“When you go higher,
the temperature gets lower”) and geography. Stu-



dents use the science rule to explain why Herman is
cold. They use their knowledge of geography to .
chart the plane’s flight from Japan to Italy. This
innovative approach has captured the attention of
many educators, particularly those who feel that
their children lack even the most basic knowledge of
the world around them.

Breaking Out of a Cycle of Failure

Students at the John Fenwick School in Salem,
New Jersey, know very little of the world other than
poverty. What was once an industrial town with
food processing plants and glass manufacturing is
now a city in decline, with a distressingly high un-
employment level. Per pupil expenditures for edu-
cation are among the lowest in the state. Eighty
percent of the 600 students in this K4 school are
black, and an equal percentage receive a free lunch
each day. :

When Esther Lee became principal of the school
four yearsago, many of her teachers were convinced
that their students couldn’t learn to read. The chil-
dren were simply too poor and language deprived.
For most students, their failure followed a grim
pattern. By May, 80 percent of the students were not
at the recommended level for passing on to the next
grade level. Consequently, the majority of students
simply were “recycled” through the same books the
following September.

Attheend of her first year as principal, Lee decided
thatdramaticchanges were necessary. Leeintroduced
Reading MasteryI as a pilot programin the first grade,

and students well surpassed their performance from
previous years. This success led to more Direct
Instruction programs.

Reading Mastery was extended through the third
grade. Distar Language I, I, and III were imple-
mented as aK-2 program. Teachers were shown how
to teach the Language programs to the class as a
whole so that more time could be devoted to other
academics, especially teaching background knowl-
edge. Lee has always been a firm believer in back-
ground knowledge instruction, knowing that in-
creasing a student’s general knowledge of the world
makes a big differenceinlater schooling. To thisend,
Lee and her staff have developed an integrated
program of science and social studies throughout the
K-4 program.

Reading for Content: An Integrated Approach

Beginning in kindergarten, teachers coordinate
Weekly Readers witha variety of hands-on activities.
Local field trips begin in grade one. As first graders
are learning to decode and comprehend through
Reading Mastery I, they start reading science and so-
cial studies in the spring. At first, the reading is
modest. Over the next two years, however, practice
in reading nonfiction material increases.

Teachers use the same kind of teaching techniques
as they find in the Direct Instruction programs. Be-
fore reading ascience chapter, they preteach selected
words that are difficult or essential to the story. By
the time students reach Reading Mastery III, much of
the science and social studies comes directly fromthe

Textbook Passage excerpted from Reading Mastery III, Lesson 58

The captain told the passengers. “Look at your
map and you can follow our flight today. We left
Japan and we're flying straight to Italy. We will fly
over China and Turkey on our way to Italy, The
flight to Italy is six thousand miles and should take 16
hours.”

Touch Japan on the map and follow the plane’s
flight. : '

The country of Italy is very small compared to the
United States. Ttaly is smaller than the state of
Alaska. Italy is small, but a lot of people live in
Italy—60 million people live there.

Italy is shaped something like a boot.

The jumbo jet circled several times and then
landed. The passengers cheered and waved as they
got off the plane. Nobody cheered for Herman. But
Herman had just traveled farther than any other
insect that ever lived.

® 1987, SRA

Wast

Nerth

South
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Stanford Achievement Test - Reading
1987 - 1989

much greater confidence, and they read
more than fictional stories. Apprecia-
tive teachers at middle school have no-

grade level 1 2 3 1
Group 1

ticed the positive change as well. The
chart shows the academic growth for
first and second graders once Fenwick
beganusingReadingMnsteryin 1987. The
chart shows the improvement for two
groups of students as they move across
three grade levels. Students in Group 1
started Reading Masteryinthe first grade,
while those in Group 2 began the pro-
gram in second grade. Stanford
Achievemnent Test data show clear, con-
sistent growth reading for the two co-
horts of students across three grade lev-
els.

JohnFenwick teachersalso have taken
advantage ofongoinginserviceinDirect
nstruction. Esther'Lee has worked to
find financial support for all teachers
who wish to attend the summer Atlantic
Coast Association for Direct Instruction
Conference held each July in Rehobeth

SRA program. Stories, such as “Herman Flies to
Ttaly,” are exactly the kind of integrated readings
that Lee wanted for her students.

Teachers at the John Fenwick School seea marked
change from four years ago. Students read with

Beach, Delaware. Four years ago, few
teachers pursued inservice courses outside school
time. With the changes in reading ability at John
Fenwick, Lee estimates, “over 60 percent of our staff
have been to additional D1 training. They get a lot
outofit, and they learn from other participants.” @

pre-Correction: A 3 trategy for

Predicatable roblem

by Geoffrey Colvin®

1ane Education Service District
Eugene, Oregon

Bill Patching

James Cook University
Queensland, Australia

George Sugai

University of Oregon

Eugene, Oregon

Educators are well aware of the need to manage
student behavior problems that occur in school set-
tings. Indeed, on an increasing basis, teachers in

* Copyrighted by Geoffrey Colvin, 1991. All rights reserved.
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lanaging
Behaviors

both special and regular education are beingasked to
assume greater responsibility for teaching students
who display severe behavior problems. Asa result,
teachers need to become acquainted with more sys-
tematic and precise approaches to managing the
inappropriate behavior displayed by their students.
The purpose of this article is to present one such
approach called ”pre—correction.”

Viewing Classroom Mangement as Instruction

A basic assumption underpinning the use of pre-
correction procedures is that both appropriate and
inappropriate behaviorsare learned. As such, speci-
fied behaviors can be taught, utilizing the same in-
structional principles that are basic to the effective
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teaching of academic areas (Colvin & Sugai, 1988;
Engelmann & Carnine, 1982; Wolery, Bailey, & Sugai,
1988). This involves the systematic manipulation of
teacher input (antecedents) and feedback (conse-
quences) which, in turn, results in student learning
or growth toward some desired objective. Pre-cor-
rection procedures, combined with systematic cor-
rection procedures, parallel the techniques used for
the effective teaching of academic areas.

When students make an academic error, effective
teachers implement a systematic error correction
procedure suchas “model,lead, and test” (Engelmann
& Carnine, 1982). If students are likely to repeat the
error ona frequent or predictable basis, teachers may
use pre-correction procedures such as pre-arranging
their next instructional interaction so students are
less likely to repeat the error, and more likely to give
the correct response, For example, if students are
making errors pronouncing the “e” sound in a cer-
tain passage, the teacher may make a short list of
common words containing the “e” sound and in-
struct them to practice sounding out these words
before the passage is read. These same academic
procedures of correction and pre-correction can be
used to manage predictable social behavior prob-
lems.

The Distinction Between Correction
and Pre-Correction

To understand the parallel between the manage-
ment of academic errors and social behavior prob-
lems, distinctions must be made between correction
and pre-correction procedures. Consider the fol-
lowing examples which involve procedures for
managing academic errors and social behavior prob-
lems respectively.

Example A:

Hilda is working on a subtraction problem on the
chalkboard. The teacher notices that she makes an
error in borrowing in the hundreds column. The
teacher asks Hilda to wait a second and then says,
“Look, Hilda.the number nine is bigger than the
number from which you are subtracting. So you
need to borrow one from here,” The teacher puts a
similar problem on the board and says, “Now letme
see you do this one.” Hilda completes the problem
correctly and the teacher praises her.

Example B:

Dominic enters the classroom after recess, talking
very loudly, and pushing other students, The teacher
reminds him to enter the classroom quietly and to
keep his hands to himself. He is then asked to go
back to the door and come in quietly. Deminic
complies and comes in quietly. The teacher thanks
him for following directions.

In both examples, the teachers used a correction

procedure involving three steps. They provided:

1. Feedback that an error or unacceptable behavior
had occurred.

2. Information on how to obtain a correct response
or exhibit acceptable behavior.

3. An opportunity for students to repeat the task.

Correction procedures can be used to remediate
academic-error areas and social behavior problems.
However, if the same kinds of errors persist, we are
likely to see different management procedures for
academic errors and social behavior problems. Con-
sider the following examples:

Repeated Academic Errors

Hilda continues to work on subtraction problems
and the teacher notices that she is still making the
same error. The teacher concludes that Hilda needs
more direct teaching and practice on borrowing,
beginning with easier examples, to enable her to
learn the rule. The teacher explains the rule to Hilda,
works through two examples with her, and then has
her work through one example by herseif as the
teacher waiches. Hilda obtains a correct response.
The teacher asks her to complete the remainder of
the examples. The teacher introduces the original
harder examples which Hilda completessuccessfully.

Repeated Social Behavior Problems

The next day Dominic enters the classroom after
recess just as noisily as the day before. The teacher
gives him a mild reprimand, “Dominic, [ asked you
yesterday to come in quietly and to keep your hands
to yourself. Stand at the door and wait for me.”
Dominic mutters a name under his breath. The
teacher says that his comment was disrespectful and
that he will miss some recess. Dominic says thathe
doesn’t care, The teacher begins the lesson leaving
him at the door until he quiets down. He starts to
make faces atthe students and the teacher makes out
an office referral for his disruptive behavior.

There were similarities in correction procedures
used to address a single error and a social behavior
problem. However, there were clear differences in
the way repeated academic errors were managed
compared to repeated social behavior problems.
Essentially, the teacher used pre-correction proce-
dures to manage the errors Hilda made in the sub-
traction problems. That is, the teacher reviewed the
rule for borrowing by re-teaching and providing
practice, adjusted thedifficulty level of the problems,
instructed Hilda to practiceborrowing with the easier
examples, and thenintroduced theoriginal examples.
In effect, the teacher manipulated the context or the
examples to enable Hilda to learn the skill of bor-
rowing and to prevent her from making continued
eITorS.

In the case of Dominic, the teacher continued to
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use correction procedures. Each time Dominic exhib-
ited a behavior problem the teacher delivered a con-
sequence. The continued use of correction proce-
dures did not lead to the occurrence of appropriate
behavior. The opposite occurred. Dominic’s be-
haviors escalated, resulting in an office referral.

After repeated instances of math error, Hilda’s

teacher changed from using a rezctive correction
procedure to aproactive, pre-correctionstrategy. That
is, the teacher responded by providing an instruc-
tional sequence before Hilda attempted the original
problem. In contrast, Dominic’s teacher continued
to use reactive procedures. The teacher’s response
occurred after the student behavior. It was also evi-
dent in the two examples that the student outcomes
were very different. Hilda learned the appropriate
skills of borrowing and was able to complete the
target problems. Dominic did not learn to exhibit the
appropriate entry behavior to the classroom and
displayed more serious behavior. In summary,
Hilda’s teacher used a combination of correction and
pre-correction procedures. Dominic’s teacher, on
the other hand, used correction procedures alone by
increasing the number and level of consequences for
the series of unacceptable behaviors by Dominic.

Dominic’s teacher, however, could employ pre-
correction procedures to address his frequent noisy
entries to the classroom. For example, the teacher
could remind him of the rule just before he goes out
to recess. Or, the teacher could meet him at the door
and signal “Shhh” before he takes a step into the
classroom. Also,the teacher could havean entry task
on the chalkboard such as a math puzzle to enable the
students to settle down quickly. In each of these
strategies, the teacher is responding before Dominic
has had the opportunity to exhibit noisy entry be-
havior.

In this example, the proactive nature. of pre-cor-
rection is illustrated, that is, the teacher’s response
occurs before the student behavior (Gettinger, 1988).
Essentially, the antecedents for the behavior are
manipulated, and appropriate behaviors are
prompted to increase the likelthood thatappropriate
behavior will occur and decrease the likelihood that
inappropriate behavior will occur (Brophy, 1983;
Swick, 1985).

In essence, correction procedures are consequent
manipulations designed to signal and stop inappro-
priate behavior after it occurs, while pre-correction
procedures are antecedent manipulations designed to
prevent the occurrence of predictable inappropriate
behaviorand facilitate the occurrenceof moreappro-
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priate replacement behavior (Colvin & Suga, 1989.
A comparison of correction and pre-correction pro-
cedures is summarized in Figure 1.

Figure 1. A Comparison Between Correction and
Pre-Correction Procedures.

Correction Pre-Correction

1. Reactive Proactive

Antecedents are
manipulated

May lead to
positive teacher-
student interactions

2. Consequences are
manipulated

3. May lead to
negative teacher-
student interactions

4, Focuses on inappro-
priate behavior

5. May lead to
escalating behavior

focuses on appropriate
behavior

May lead to
appropirate behavior

Focuses on
future events

6. Focuses on
immediate evenis

Pre-Correction Strategies for Managing
Predictable Behavior Problems

Pre-correction procedures are used in conjunction
with correction procedures to change and manage
anticipated problem behaviors. The use of these two
procedures involves seven basic steps:

1. Identifying the context and the predictable be-
havior.
Specifying expected behaviors.
Systematically modifying the context.
Conducting behavior rehearsals.
Providing strong reinforcement for expected
behaviors. '
6. Prompting expected behaviors.
7. Monitoring the plan.

Step 1: Identifying the Context and the
Predictable Behavior

Sl

To identify the context for the predictable behavior,
we delineate those immediate environmental vari-
ables that are functionally related to the student’s
behavior. The task is to identify those contextual
variables that set the occasion for particular behav-
jors. In other words, we attempt to hypothesize a
functional relationship between the target context
and the problem behavior. The context can be any
event, task condition, circumstance, or other setting
or antecedent stimulus which occasions thebehavior
on some reliable basis.



There are both formal and informal metheds for
identifying these contexts. Informalmethodsinclude
simple observationand recall. For example,a teacher
notices that students are very noisy when they come
infromP.E. and thatit takes some time to settle them
down. The target contextis designated as the transi-
tion from recess to class. The target behavior is the
noisy entry behavior of the students and the initial
off-task behavior. A functional relationship between
the transition from recess and the noisy off-task
behavior is hypothesized. For example, noisy off-
task behavior is predicted from students immedi-
ately following recess. In another example, a teacher
observes that when sitting next to each other, Sally
provokes and distracts Harry. The target context
hereis Harry and Sally sitting next to each other, and
the target behavior is the provocations and distrac-
tions exhibited by Sally. The hypothesis is that Sally
provokes and distracts Harry when they are sitting
together. Information about possible functional re-
lationships also can be collected through other infor-
mal methods, such as discussions with teachers,
parents, and support personnel; self reports or peer
reports; and survey of archival records.

Formal methods are designed to obtain more pre-
cise information through direct and systematic ob-
servations. One common method is to conduct a
functional analysis (Sugai & Colvin, 1989). The ob-
server notes each student’s behavior and records the
corresponding antecedent and consequent events.
For example, a teacherreports that Tommy is disrup-
tive in class. In one class, the following scenario
occurred:

The teacher was using a class discussion procedure
to answer the first three questions from the history
book. The teacher then said, “I want youtofinish the
remainder of the questions by yourself. So everyone
do numbers 4 through 20in your workbook, please.”
After a few seconds, Tommy looked around and
made a face at Mary. Mary grinned. Tommy then
called out, “Boy, this is boring. Why can’t we do
something thatis fun?” Some of the studentslaughed
and the teacher said, “Tommy, you need to finish the

assignment. Start to work now.” Tommy rolls his
eyes and Mary rolls her eyes.

This classroom episode can readily be recorded in
the form of a functional analysis which will make it
easier to identify the antecedents that may occasion
the disruptive behavior and consequences that may
reinforce this behavior.

In Figure 2, a three-column layout is used for this
analysis.

When we analyze these events, we look for pos-
sible functional relationships between the target
context and the problem behaviors. In this case, itis
noted that Tommy began to exhibit off-task behavior
in the history class when independent work was
introduced following discussion in the history class.
We hypothesize that someaspect of the independent
work context set the occasion for Tommy to exhibit
off-task behavior, that is, there is a functional rela-
tionship between Tommy’s off-task behavior and the
conditions associated with independent work. We
recommend that additional observations be con-
ducted to identify the specific aspects of indepen-
dent work (e.g., directions, difficulty of subject con-
tent, proximity of certain peers, lack of teacher assis-
tance} that are functionally related to Tommy’s off-
task behavior, and confirm whether or not similar
off-task behavior occurs predictably in the context of

“all independent work requirements.

Insummary, thetarget context and corresponding
target behavior can be identified through both for-
mal and informal observations. Functional analyses
procedures provide more precise information about
possible functional relationships.

Step 2: Specifying Expected Behaviors

While the student may exhibit inappropriate be-
havior in a particular context, expected replacement
behaviors for that context also need to be clearly
specified (Brophy, 1983; Sprick, 1985; White & Haring,
1980). For example, if Tommy talks out during
independent work to get help, the expected behavior
could be to raise his hand if he needs help. If a

Figure 2. Functional Analysis of Tommy’s Classroom Disruptions.

Antecedents

Behaviors (Target Student)

Consequences

Teacher: “Finish the questions.”

Tommy: Looks around makes

Mary: Grins

face at Mary
c Tommy: “That is boring.” - Students: Laugh
Teacher: “You need to
finish work now.”
c ' Tommy: Rolls his eyes Mary: Rolls her eyes

Note: The letter “c” denotes previous consequence function as the next antecedent. For example, the first consequence is recarded
as “Mary grins.” The antecedent for Tommy’s next behaviar is listed as “c” representing “Mary grins.”
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student interrupts other students during class dis-
cussion, the expected behavior might be to wait
before speaking or wait until someone is finished
talking before speaking. There are a number of rec-
ommended guidelines in selecting expected behav-
iors:

1. Describe the expected behaviorin observableterms;
for example, “Raise your hand if you wish to
speak.”

2. Select behaviors that are incompatible with the
problem behavior (Engelmann & Colvin, 1983;
Evans & Meyer, 1985; Horner & Billingsiey, 1988);
for example, “Wait your turn instead of interrupt-
ing.”

3. Select expected behaviors that are functional re-
placements for the problem behavior {Carr &
Durand, 1985); for example, thestudent gets teacher
attention by staying on task. Staying on task
replaces talking out.

Step 3: Modifying the Context

The purpose of modifying the context is to in-
crease thelikelihood that the expected behaviors will
oceur and decrease the likelihood that the problem
behaviors will be displayed. Numerous aspects of
the context can be modified, for example, instruc-
tions, explanations, tasks, activities, scheduling,
seating arrangements, reminders, and curriculum.
However, modification of the contextshould be based
on the findings from the functional analysisand be as
normal and unobtrusive as possible. For example,
given that the studentsarelikely to be noisy and hard
to settle down after recess, the teacher may meet the
students at the door or have an entry task, such as
completion of a small math puzzle projected on the
overhead. Given that Sally disrupts Harry, the context
could be modified by changing the seating arrange-
ments.

If substantial changes have to be made in the
context, a systematic plan should be developed to
move from the restricted or modified context towards
the original or normal context. For example, if Billy
disruptslarge-group instruction, it may be necessary
to have Billy participate in small-group work on a
very restricted basis (e.g., either with one or two
other students and for shorter periods of time). The
level of restriction should be reduced as Billy begins
to exhibit the expected behaviors for group work.
The numbers in the group and the length of group
instruction could be increased gradually.
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Step 4 Conducting Behavior Rehearsals

Once the student enters the target context, it is
highly likely inappropriate behavior will occur. Be-
havior rehearsals are conducted to offset the likeli-
hood of this occurrence. Essentially, behavior re-
hearsals involve presenting the students with some
kind of training on the expected behaviors just before
the student enters the target context (Engelmann &
Colvin, 1983). The training may take several forms,
such as, having the student recall, read, or demon-
strate the expected behaviors to the teacher. Insome
cases, it may be necessary to have the student learn
and practice the expected behaviors beforehand
(Becker, Engelmann, & Thomas, 1975). Forexample,
given that Tommy interruptsother students ingroup
instruction, his teacher catches Tommy just before
the group beginsand says, “Now remember, Tommy,
please wait until someone is finished before you
speak. Please tell me what you will do if you wish to
speak.” The student is required to repeat the ex-
pectation for speaking in the group. The assumption
is that the student is more likely to remember the
expected behaviors if given training just before en-
tering the target context.

Step 5: Providing Strong Reinforcement for
Expected Behaviors

The major objective is to teach expected behaviors
in a specific context. However, students frequently
have a long-standing history of exhibiting inappro-
priate behavior in these contexts. Consequently, it
may be difficult to replace an established behavior
pattern with a new pattern. In other words, the new
behavior will bein competition with the old inappro-
priate behavior which has been reinforced intermit-
tently over time (Horner & Billingsley, 1988). There-
fore, to replace this behavior, strong reinforcermnent
must be provided for the expected or replacement
behaviors. While the kind of reinforcer used will
vary from situation to situation, itis imperative that
strong reinforcers be used frequently in the begin-
ning to offset the reinforcement history that main-
tained the inappropriate behavior.

Step 6: Prompting Expected Behaviors

Although a behavior rehearsal may have been
conducted, the student(s) still may exhibit the problem
behaviorsin the target context. The reasonis that this
training was conducted outside the context. Conse-
quently, once the student enters the target context,
the conditioned inappropriate behaviors are likely to



occur. Teachers need to be sensitive to the idea that

students will find it difficult to exhibit expected

behaviors, especially in new contexts or where com-
peting responses have been successful in the past.

Thus, students will need more assistance to exhibit

the expected behaviors. The following procedures

are designed to provide additional assistance.

1. Acknowledge students immediately when they
exhibit the expected behaviors. For example, the
teacher may say, “I appreciate the way you are
putting up your hands.”

2, Provide a reminder of expected behaviors as part
of a direction in a lesson. For example, in a
geography classon capital cities, the teacher might
say, “Could someone raise his or her hand and tell
me thecapital of Australia?” Students who comply
should be given immediate and strong acknowl-
edgment.

3. Should the predictable inappropriate behaviors
occur, use the following correction procedures:

a. First occurrence. Ignore the first occurrence of
the target behaviors. If Billy talks out, the

teacher should continue with instruction a:
attend to other students who are on task
exhibiting expected behaviors.

for the second occurrence of the target beha

nd
or

. Second occurrence. Provide a two-part signal

v~

ior. Forexample, if Billy talks out again (which
is likely!), the teacher: (a) puts a finger to his
or her lips to signal not to talk out, and (b)
raises his or her hand to model the expected
behavior. The teacher gives strong and im-
mediate reinforcement when he puts up his

hand.

Third occurrence. Present a warning for the
third occurrence of the target behavior. The

warning is presented as a decision or choice

to

the student. For example, the teacher says,
“Billy, you need.to put up your hand to speak

or you will be give a time-out” (or some pe

n—

alty). [tisimperative to provide choices which
are familiar to the student and to follow

through on the choice the student makes,

Figure 3. Example of a Completed Pre-Correction Checklist and Plan

Pre-Correction Checklist and Plan

Teacher: Sarah Endow

Student: John Smith
Date: 10/17/90

. 1. Context Students coming in from recess and entering classroom.
Predictable Students shouting, laughing and pushing:; down time before
Behavior they comply with directions

2. Expected Enter the room quietly, go to their desks, begin task,
Behavior keep hands to self.

3. Context Teacher meets students at door, has them wait and then go
Modification to desk to begin entry tasks

4, Behavior . Teacher reminds students just before recess of expected
Rehearsal behaviors

___ 5. Strong The students were told that if they cooperate with the
Reinforcement requests, they will have additional breaks and five

minutes extra recess,

6. Prompts The teacher gives signals at the door to be guiet and

points to the activity on board. The teacher says “hush”

to the noisy students and praises the students on task.

7. Monitoring The teacher uses a watch to measure how long it is before

Plan all students are on task and counts how many students are

on task immediately.
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Step 7: Monitoring the Plan

A complete monitoring plan consists of at least
two parts. The first is a checklist and plan that
contains a description of what the teacher will do at
each of the seven steps of the pre-correction procedure.
When first learning or implementing the seven-step
procedure, teachers may find it useful to use the
checklist asa prompt or script. Later, anassistant or
second teacher can use the checklist to see that the
plan is being implemented accurately, consistently
and completely. A sample of a pre-correction check-
list filled out is shown in Figure 3.

The second part of the monitoring planis a record
of the student’s performance (i.e., expected and
problem behavior)., Data should be collected on a
regular basis to determine if the procedure is effec-
tive, that is, the problem behavior is decreasing and
the expected behavior is increasing.

Application of the Pre-Correction Procedures

The complete seven-step, pre-correction proce-
dure is illustrated in an example involving students
who come in from recess shouting, laughing, and
pushing one another. Every day the teacher spends
a considerable amount of time trying to get themn
settled so she can hand out materials and give direc-
tions for math class. 1t often takes 5-7 minutes to gain
control. After conducting a series of functional
analyses, the teacher developed the pre-correction
plan shown in Figure 3 above.

’

Conclusion

Teachersare faced with having to manage a greater
variety of problem behaviors on an increasing basis
in the classroom. Reactive management procedures,
such as simple corrections only, address problem
behavior after it has occurred. These techniques
focus on the manipulation of consequent events.
However, in the case of effective instruction in aca-
demic areas, teachers manipulate both antecedents
and consequences with an emphasis on manipulat-
ing antecedents. Based on the assumption that ap-
propriate academic and social behaviors are learned
and need to be taught, strategies for managing social
behavior should involve manipulation of both an-
tecedents and consequences with a similar emphasis
on manipulating antecedents. Pre-correction pro-
cedures involve the manipulation of antecedents so
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that established inappropriate behavior can be re-
placed by new, more appropriate behavior. This
approach of utilizing a systematic combination of
pre-correction and correction strategies can enable
teachers to be more proactive and effective in man-
aging problem behaviors in the classroom. ¢
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\ DI, Association for Direct Instruction

Announces...

Tue 171TH AN

InsTRUCTION CONFERENCE

August 5-9, 1991 7
Eugene Hilton Hotel & Conference Center
Eugene, Oregon

— C—
New Sessions! ¢ New Schedule!
College Credit Availablel ¢ Special Hotel Room Rates! © Discounted Travel!

Presenters: :
Zig Engelmann, Barbara Bateman, Wes Becker, Doug Carnine,

Jane Carter, Geoff Colvin, Gary Davis, Karen Davis, Vonnie DiCecco, Bob
Dixon, Russell Gersten, Ann Glang, Phyllis Haddox, Tracey Hall, Gary Johnson,
Kathy Jungjohann, Bernie Kelly, Jean Osborn, Jerry Silbert, Marilyn Sprick,
Randy Sprick, Marcy Stein, Linda Youngmayr

The Association for Direct Instruction is pleased to announce the 17th Annual Eugene
Direct Instruction Conference. The Conference will be held at the Eugene Hilton Hotel
and Conference Center, in downtown Eugene. In response to feedback from trainers and
past participants we have modified the content and schedule for 1991.

New features include:

» Daily keynote speakers offering a new perspective on Direct Instruction and how it
interfaces with other trends in education;

o Modified afternoon sessions allowing participants a wider selection of sessions;

o Many new sesslons, including training on the new Language Arts series, Reasoning
and Writing and the new math series, Connecting Math Concepts.

We hope that you will be able to make the Conference the highlight of your suminer
and join with other professionals from around the country in furthering your skills and
knowledge of effective instructional technologies.

Sessions are designed for teachers, aldes, supervisors, and administrators whose goal is
to promote excellence in all facets of education. There are optional 1, 2 or 3 quarter unit
credits available from the University of Oregon Summer Sessiort, ‘

As a participant, the city of Eugene is literally at your doorstep. Next door to the
Hilton is the Hult Center for the Performing Arts, a world class performance hall. Within
walking distance of the Conference sife are scores of restaurants and stores catering to a
variety of tastes. Eugene's setting makes the Conference a rewarding professional experi-
ence as well as a relaxing vacation for you and your family. To help renew old friendships
or make new acquaintances, a picnic has been planned for Monday evening.
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SESsION INFORMATION

There ate 5 Keynote presentations and
36 sesslons offered during the 5-day Confer-
ence. Participants may attend all 5 Keynotes
and up to 4 sessions, Sessions are either
training or informational. Training sessions
focus on specific teaching behaviors, These
sessions cover program rationale and provide
task practice. Informational sessions pro-
vide the detailed information needed to
implement successful techniques or to

understand the topic.

Sessions are scheduled in the morning
and afternoon. For their morning sessions,
particpants choose one “A” session (M-Th)
and one “E” session (Fri). For their afternoon
sessions, participants can choose either one
“B” session or a combination of one “C"
session (M-Tu) plus one *D” session {W-Th).
A summarized schedule is located on page
44 for further reference.

CONFERENCE REGISTRATION INFORMATION

Where-When: Monday, August 5, 8:30 am
through noon Friday, August 9, 1991, at the
Eugene Hilton Hotel and Conference Center, 66
East 6th Avenue, in downtown Eugene, Or-
egomn.

How to Register: Fill out the registration form
on page 15. Enclose with check or Institutional
purchase order for the proper fee. Send com-
pleted form and fee to the Association for Direct
Instruction. Registration received before July 7
guarantees space In preferred sessions. Any
session with less than 20 participants may be
cancelled, A confirmation receipt will be sent
to all registrations received by July 12. Twis
FORKM COVERS CONFERENCE REGISTRATION ONLY. THIs
DOES NOT CONSTITUTE PRE-REGISTRATION FOR COLLEGE
CREDIT OR ROOM RESERVATION,

Fees and Discounts: The conference registra-
tion fee is $175.00. Association members
Teceive a 20% discount ($35.00 ofl). New
members are eligible for the 20% discount
when membership application and appropriate
fees accompany registration form. (See page 14
for ADI Membership form.} Groups of 510 9
participants receive a 10% discount. Groups of
10-19 receive a 20% discount. For groups of
20 or more, call for a quotation. Ask for Bryan
Wickman at (503) 485-1293. The member and
group discounts cannot be used together.
Choose the discount that will benefit you the
most. The fee does not include lodging or
meals with the exception of the picnic, and
colfee each morning. All training materials are
included in the fee. _
Travel: The Association for Direct Instruction
has selected Red Baron Travel as the Travel
Agency for the Eugene Conference. On United
Airlines flights, Red Baron can offer a 5%
discount on the lowest applicable fare or 40%
off coach fare, whichever is lower. Call Red
Baron at 1-800-289-4222. You need to tell

them you are attending the ADI Conference in
order to get the discounted airfares.

Lodging: The special conference rate at the
Eugene Hilton is $59.00 per day for a single,
$69.00 double ($34.50 per person) plus tax.
The Hilton has sold out for the past 8 years, so
early reservations are recommended. You may
contact the Hilton at (503) 342-2000 or 1-800-
937-6660. You need to tell them you are with
the ADI group in order to receive the dis-
counted room rates. There are a number of
othier hotels in the area. We will send a sheet
of other lodging options to pre-registrants. Do
NOT SEND ANY ROOM RESERVATION MONEY TO THE
ASSOCIATION.

College Credit: An optional 1, 2 or 3 hours of
college credit through the University of Oregon
Summer Session 1s available at an additional
cost of $40.00 per quarter unit. Grading is
Pass/No Pass. The credit is listed as: Special
Education 408 (or 508}, Direct Instruction.
Transcripts will be available in early October.
Fee payment and registration will take place at
the conference. Do NoT SEND ANY COLLEGE CREDIT
MONEY TO THE ASSOCIATION,

Refunds and Cancellations: A 100% refund
will be issued if a written request is post-
marked by July 21, 1891. After that an 80%
refund will be given. A written request must be
received in our office before any refunds will be
made.

Optional Events: Monday there will be a get-
acquainted picnic at Skinners Butte Park. A
meal for you and one guest is included in the
registration fee. Wednesday at 4:00pm the ADI
annual membership meeting will be held. We
will present the 1991 ADI Awards [or Excel-
lence in Education, Afterward there will be a
reception, providing an opportunity for conver-
sation with trainers and other conference
participants.
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To Register for the Eugene Conference use this form
or write to ADI for a complete brochure.

4 Conrerence REcistrA TION ForM N
Please fill out the registration form completely and mail to ADI.

Make checks payable (U.S. funds only) to Association for Direct Instruction.

Because space is limlted, early registration is recommended. Use an address where you will receive your
mail up until the conference.

Name (as you would like it to appear on your name tag)

Home Address
City State Zip
Phone
Agency Affiliation Position
I would like to register for the following (list one “A"and one “E”. Choose one “B" or one “C" plus one “D" }:
IIA!"
IIB" Or I‘C“
I!D"
llE!’

I am an Association for Direct Instruction member: Yes No
I will attend the picnic: Yes No
Please return this form with your check or Distrct Purchase Order to ADI

\_ For office use only: Fee Checlg, PO# By: Part J
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ADI presents. . .

These 3 lessons show skilled teachers demonstrating effective teaching techniques with a
. variety of students and a range of instructional materials. The lessons are designed for individual
use by novices to Direct Instruction, but can be used by supervisors or teacher trainers to illus-
trate effective use of Direct Instruction techniques. Video examples demonstrate correct and
incorrect use of teaching skills with small groups of low-performing students. In the workbook that
accompanies the video presentations, the viewer has the opportunity to practice the skills pre-
sented. Skills are reviewed curnulatively throughout the lessons.

Overview of Lessons:

Lesson 1, Pacing and Signaling {25 minutes)

= Presenting scripted material with enthusiasm

*  Moving quickly through lessons to cover more material and maintain student attention
e Using signals to increase teacher-student interaction rate

Lesson 2, AMotivation {30 minutes)

e Setling clear behavioral and academic expectations

e  Providing consistent feedback

¢ Using group management systems to increase student motivation

Lesson 3, Corrections (30 minutes)
* Correcting errors immediately and effectively
* Using a standardized correction procedure to remediate student errors, regardless of instructional

materials

Cost:  $75.00 per lesson (includes trainer guide and 1 workbook)
$200.00 for set of three lessons '
$10.00 per extra workbook (contains all 3 lessons)

To order, send your check or purchase order to:

Association for Direct Instruction
P.O. Box 10252
Eugene, OR. 97440
(503) 485-1293
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Plan Now to Attend...

New Sessions ¢« Keynote Speakers
College Credit Available ¢ Special Room Rates

The Association for Direct Instruction is pleased to announce the 6th Annual Salt Lake City
Direct Instruction Institute. The Institute will be held at the Salt Lake City Hilton Hotel, in downtown
Salt Lake City. In response to feedback from trainers and past participants we have modified the
content and schedule for 1991.

New features include:

e Daily keynote speakers offering a new perspective on Direct Instruction and how it inter-
faces with other trends in education; ~

* Many new sessions, including training on the new Language Arts series, Reascning and
Writing and the new math series, Connecting Math Concepts.

If you haven't attend the Salt Lake City Institute before, please join us this year. If you have
attended before, please come back. We are looking forward to an exciting Institute.

Monday Tuesday Wednesday
Keynotes (8:30-9:15, Daily)
Siegfried Engelmann Linda Youngmayr Geoff Colvin
Direct Instruction Fifling the wHOLE in Management as an
Fact and Fantasy Whole Language Instructional Tool

A Sessions (Monday & Tuesday, 9:30-12:00; Wednesday, 9:30-1 1:00)

MBI Advanced Teaching Techniques * Susie Wayne

Supervision of Staff e Linda Youngmayr

DIENA Managing Behavior Disorders and Serious Emotional Disturbances e Geoff Colvin
il Curriculum Based Measurement and Direct Instruction e Tracey Hall

A3 Reasoning and Writing A-C ¢ Karen Davis
Advanced and Corrective Arithmetic » Bernie Kelly

B Sessions (Monday & Tuesday, 1:30-4:00; Wednesday, 11:15-1:00)
Teaching the Corrective Reader = Susie Wayne
Reading | & Il = Linda Youngmayr
MISWE Creating Schoolwide Behavior Management Systems  Geoff Colvin
2 Design of Instruction e Tracey Hall

Connecting Math Concepts » Bernie Kelly
Reading HI-VI ® Pepe Quintero
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(1991 Edition)

«  (Grades K-3

*  New language arts program grounds writing
skifls in thinking skills.

+  Teaches the most Important and generalizable
foundation strategles for literacy.

«  Strong applicatlons orientation makes al!
activitles meaningful.

Lays the {oundations an which all litaracy depends

Reasoning and Writing builds the foundations of literacy form the
ground up, Starting at the rewriting stage (End of kindergarten or
in grade 1), the program builds language and reasoning skills that
will prepare students not only for writing, but also for reading—
and every area of school endeavor. by grade 3, students are fuily
engaged in writing process and capable of revising their own
work for clarity and correctness.

Track sequencing develops skliis cantlnuously

Within each lesson, students work on skills and concepts drawn
from three to five different tracks. as they work on new material
in small, easy steps, they continue to apply skills and concepts
learned earlier. Reinforcement is continuous.

- Fully fleld tested and verifled for effectiveness
Reasoning and Writing is a classroom-developed program in
which every activity has been proven successful. Level A is
available now. Levels B and C will become available by summer
of 1991, Research continues on grades 4, 5 and 6—to be available
soon!

Reasoning and Wrlting, Level A
Develops higher erder thinking skilis through prediclable stories
Level A develops higher-order thinking skills and puts them to
work in stories that are read to the children. The stories are the
motivational core of the program. Predictable structures and
characters with memorable traits draw learners in. Studentslearn
how lorecognize story problems, anticipate characters’ reactions,
predictoutcomes, and recognize story grammars, Verbal creativity
takes both oral and written forms. Student tell their own alternative
endings {or stories. They act out plays that place e their favorite
characters in new situations. They begin the process of writing
sentences and stories.

5kills in include classification, sequence recognition, and im-
portant verbal-reasoning categories such as trueffalse, iffthen, ailf
somefnone, and others. All concepts are integrated into the'stories.
The program leads children toward verbal inventiveness, the
capacity for Iogical deduction, cooperation in group writing and
acting projects, an understanding of story patterns, and ability to
focus on a story patterns, and ability to focus on a story’s central
issues.

Reasoning and Wiiting, Level B

Expands reasoning skills and adds new language concepts
Level Bexpandsthe strategies taulht in Level A, Again, thinking
skills introduced through simple activities are developed and
used in stories—stories that blend laughter with learning. Stu-
dentslearn to construct and complete deductions and use facts or
clues to eliminate possibilities. Besides generalized thinking
skills, students also begin to attend to basic precepts of clear
writing, such as the need for clear pronoun referents.
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Reasoning and Writing, Levels A, B, C

Reasoning and Wrlting, Leve! C

Puts Increased emphasis on writien outcomes

Level Cintroduces more extensive writing activities. All activities
are structured to assure students of success. At the same time,
students develop important grammatical understandings and
learn conventions of correctness, They learn toexpress themselves
in complete sentences, for example, and to recognize subjects,
predicates, and pronouns.

Writing is presented asan ongoing process thatincludes drafting,
revising, and editing for clarity—al ways keeping the reader and
the reader’s questionsin mind. By the end of level C, students are
writing relatively long story completions, and are revising their
own work,

Authors

Siegfried Engelmann, Karen Lou Seitz Davis, Ann Arbogast, and
Jerry Silbert.

Components ‘
Complete set of teacher materials for Level A contains 1 Teacher's
puide and 1 Teacher Presentation Book. Set of Teacher Materials
for Levels B and C contains 1 Teacher’s Guide, 1 Teacher Presen-
tation Book, and a separate Answer Book. Student Materials for
Levels A and B include two student Workbooks. Student Materi-
als for Level C include 1 Workbook and a Textbook.

Reasoning and Writing, Level A

(Grades K-1) Net Price
7-15702  Level A Reasoning and Writing

Complete Set of Teacher Materials $50.00
7-15707  Additional Level A Teacher's Guide 12.00
7-15704  Level A Student Workbook 1, pkg. of 5 206.50
7-15706  Level A Student Workbook 2, pkg.of 5 20.50
Reasoning and Writing, Level B _
{Grade 2—Avallable late summer 1991)
7-15712  Level B Reasoning and Writing

Complete Set of Teacher Materials 90.00
7-15717  Additional Level B Teacher’s Guide 12.00
7-15714  Level B Student Workbook 1, pkg.of 5 20.50
7-15716  Level B Student Workbook 2, pkg. of 5 20,50
Reasoning and Writing, Leval C
(Grade 3-Available late summer 1991)
7-15727  Level C Reasoning and Writing

Complete Set of Teacher Materials 95.00
7-15726  Additional Level C Teacher’s Guide 12.00
7-15724  Level C Student Workbook, pkg. of 5 23.75
7-15725  Level C Student Textbook 14.50

Macmillan/McGraw-Hill

155 North Wacker Drive
Chicago, Il. 60608
To order, call 1-800-621-04786.




(1991 Edition)

+ Grades1-3
+ Emphasizesthe connections amongmath concepts

» Organizes lessons by related strands, not single
topics

+ Glves both guided and independent practice
+ Places strong emphasis on problem solving

Important heneflts for students and teachers

Connecting Math Concepts is designed to ensure that 2l
students (not just some) will learn higher-order thinking
and mathematics. What's more, they willapply what they
know in a variety of meaningful activities as they learn to
think and problem solve.

Develops Important relatienships among math concepts

The program establishes relationships ameng concepts
and their application. Connecting Math Concepts intro-
duces concepts at a reasonable rate and provides system-
atic, continuous review so that students learn, remember,
and integrate the concepts they are taught.

Lots of Ideas for applications extenslons, and manipulatives
Suggested Application/Extension Activities are provided
in every lesson. Theseinclude problem-solving activities,
games, and cooperative learning activities. The program
incorporates suggestions for manipulative materials to
introduce, reinforce, or expand the concepts taught.

Tested materials that really work

Connecting Math Concepts was field-tested in a variety of
ciassrooms across the United States. The authors carefully
reviewed teacher critiques and student performance on
every lesson and based extensive revisions on this feed-
back.

Connecting Math Concepts, Level &

Level A builds on the aspect of mathematics that is most
familiar to children—counting. The lessons extend count-
ing to a small set of facts and uses these to teach the basics
of mathematics: addition and subtraction, their relation-
ship to each other, and the concepts of more and less, place
value, problem solving, estimation, money, and measure-
ment.

Connecting Math Concepts, Level B

Level B teaches place value, relationships and facts of
addition and subtraction, mental arithmetic, problem
solving, measurement, money, column addition and col-
umn subtraction, geometry, multiplication, and data col-
lection and analysis.

necting Math Concepts, Levels A, B, C

Connecting Math Concepts, Level C

In Level C, students learn a variety of problem-solving
strategies for situations invoiving classification, compari-
son, addition and subtraction actions, multiplication and
division, and even multistep problems. Key relationships
are developed, such as multiplication and division, divi-
sion and fractions, multiplication and addition, area and
volume. Instruction covers place value, geometry, estima-
tion, calculator use, measurement, money, and statistics,
Concepts and computation skills are also taught for bor-
rowing, multiplication, division, and fractions.

Authers
Siegfried Engelmann and Douglas Carnine

Components

Complete Set of Teacher Materials for each level contains
1 Teacher’s Guide, 1 Teacher Presentation Bock, and a
separate Answer Key. Student Materials for Levels A and
B consist of 2 Student Workbooks. Student Materials for
Level C consist of 1 Student Workbook and 1 Student
Textbook. Student materials must be ordered separately.

Connecting Math Concepts, Level A

Grade 1 {Available late summer 1991)

7-15628 Level A Connecting Math Concepts
Complete Set of Teacher Materials

MNet Price
%$150.00

7-15623 Level A Student Workbook 1 (pkg.5)  24.75

7-15625 Level A Student Workbook 2 (pkg. 5} 24.75

7-15626 Additional Level A Teacher Guide 12.00

Connecting Math Concepts, Level B

Grade 2 (Available late summer 1391}

7-15638 Level B Connecting Math Concepts 150.00
Complete Set of Teacher Materials

7-15633 Level B Student Workbook 1 {(pkg. 3} 24.75

7-15635 Level B Student Workbook 2 (pkg. 5) 24.75

7-15636 Additional Level B Teacher Guide 12.00

Connecting Math Concepts, Level G

Grade 3 {Avallable late summer 1991)

7-15657 Level C Connecting Math Concepts ~ 150.00
Complete Set of Teacher Materials

7-15653 Level C Student Workbook (pkg. 5) 24.75

7-15654 Level C Student Text 15.00

7-15655 Additional Level C Teacher Guide 12.00

Macmillan/MeGraw-Hiil

155 North Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60606
To order, call 1-B00-621-0476.
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