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Exploring Barriers
to the Role of Corrective
Reading in Systemic
School Reform:
Implications of a ThreePart Investigation
Abstract: In a three-part study we explored
implications for enhancing the role of
Corrective Reading (CR) in systemic school
reform relating to teacher judgments of the
high levels of student academic performance
required by CR tasks in contrast to inappropriate instructional perspectives applied by
teachers regarding possible adoption of CR.
As an operational context, in Part 1 we
demonstrated that a year-long implementation of CR in grades 3 and 4 with initially
low-achieving, at-risk students significantly
accelerated achievement growth in reading
(vs. comparison students). In Part 2, we
showed that teachers in demographically
comparable non-CR schools judged content
samples from CR as instructionally appropriate for higher-ability and more gradeadvanced students than those with whom we
had used the CR materials in Part 1. In Part 3
we found that, when asked to evaluate CR
for possible adoption, teachers who were
unfamiliar with CR held perspectives inconsistent with CR design. We present strategies
for reconciling the findings across the three
parts of the study and enhancing the perceived educational value of CR in school
improvement.
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Despite the limited decade-long improvements in reading in grades 4 and 8 reported by
the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP; Plisko, 2003), the absolute
levels of student proficiency in recent NAEP
assessments point to reading comprehension
as a continuing systemic problem. The most
recent 2005 NAEP assessment (NAEP, 2005)
found that 27% of eighth graders could not
read at the basic level, with only 31% of eighth
graders performing at the proficient or
advanced levels. The 2002 NAEP assessment
(NAEP, 2002)—the most recent to include
grade 12—found that 26% of 12th graders
were not able to read at the basic level, and
only 36% of 12th graders performed at the proficient or advanced levels.
Considering the implications of the preceding
NAEP findings, large numbers of students are
unprepared to extract the general meaning or
make simple inferences from the texts they
must read with understanding to be successful
in school academic settings. Because such poor
reading comprehension proficiency hinders
student academic learning, it is not surprising
that adolescents who are struggling readers are
at risk of dropping out of high school without a
diploma or graduating unprepared for college.
Both circumstances are indicative of such students having limited opportunities in the
workforce (Carnevale, 2001; National Center
for Education Statistics, 2003).
As these recent NAEP findings have shown
(e.g., Plisko, 2003), many students struggle
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with basic reading skills such as decoding and
word recognition. At the same time, many
other readers who have gained basic reading
skills at the elementary level also struggle with
the vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension
required for success in content-oriented
instruction. With this point in mind, it is
important that Plisko also called attention to a
continuing and substantial achievement gap
between white and African American students
(30 points on the 500-point NAEP scale) and
between students receiving free lunch services
and students of low socioeconomic status
(SES) who do not (22 points on the 500-point
NAEP scale).
In fact, the recent RAND Reading Study
(Snow, 2002) reported that the proficiency of
students to comprehend subject-matter texts
(i.e., content-area reading) has remained a
significant problem in reading research. The
RAND report noted that the reading achievement of 12th-grade students on NAEP’s most
recent (2002) long-term assessment represented a performance decrease from preceding years. Moreover, Biancarosa and Snow
(2004) estimated that as many as 70% of
older students are presently participating in
school initiatives for the remediation of their
deficiencies in reading skills. Although some
significant research progress has been made
on helping young children learn to read (e.g.,
Snow, 2002), very little research in the field
of reading has determined how to remediate
comprehension difficulties of students in
content-oriented instruction in applied
school settings through research-validated
remedial reading practices (see Torgesen et
al., 2006).
One important exception to the preceding
reform scenario over the past 25 years has
been Corrective Reading (CR; see Engelmann,
Hanner, & Johnson, 1999), a Direct
Instruction (DI) remedial reading program for
students in grades 3–12 that has been extensively research-validated (see Grossen, 1998;
Przychodzin-Havis et al., 2005). However,
14

despite the substantial accumulation of scientific evidence supporting CR as an effective
alternative for addressing the remediation of
student reading deficiencies, CR has had minimal, if any, systemic impact on school
improvement initiatives.
In an analysis of possible reasons for explaining the lack of prominence of CR in school
reform, Kaniuka (1997) pointed to a variety of
factors as potentially inhibiting the adoption
of CR: (a) whether teachers who have an
active role in the process of school reform
have the foundational knowledge necessary
for identifying sound instructional alternatives; (b) whether teachers’ lowered academic
expectations for at-risk, low-SES students
influence their instructional decision-making;
and (c) whether the established professional
perspectives for “best practices” accepted in
the discipline of education are counter to the
design and implementation of CR. As Kaniuka
reported, research (e.g., David, 1995-1996)
has suggested that because of attention to the
diverse and competing interests, much of the
time and effort of many school-based
improvement teams is devoted to issues that
are unrelated to student achievement outcomes. To the extent that these dynamics
dominate instructional decision-making
within school improvement processes, CR is at
a substantial disadvantage in being considered
for adoption.
In the context of the preceding observations,
the purpose of this three-part study was to
investigate systemic implications for enhancing the role of CR in the dynamics of school
reform. The two forms of implications
addressed were complementary. They were (a)
whether teachers’ expectations substantially
underestimated the potential levels of
achievement in reading decoding and comprehension of their students relative to those
achieved by remedial reading students in CR
and (b) whether the prior professional perspectives of teachers involved in an instructional decision-making simulation regarding
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the possible adoption (or non-adoption) of CR
in their schools were inconsistent with CR
design. Thus, this study explored whether the
prior perspectives of teachers not familiar with
the specific student academic outcomes
resulting from CR would preclude the program
being considered for adoption. The study also
determined possible strategies that would support consideration of CR for use in school
improvement initiatives.
Part 1 of this study provided a foundation by
documenting positive achievement outcomes
resulting from a year-long implementation of
CR with low-proficient, remedial readers in
grades 3 and 4 in a low-SES school. Using the
results of Part 1 as a framework, Part 2 investigated the perceptions of nonprogram teachers (i.e., teachers in schools not using DI) in
both SES-comparable (i.e., percentage of students receiving free or reduced-cost lunch)
and more advantaged schools with regard to
the expected performance of their students
on representative decoding and comprehension content taught in CR during the yearlong implementation in Part 1. Part 3 engaged
a new group of nonprogram teachers in a
school decision-making simulation in which
they evaluated CR in a preliminary fashion
and made recommendations regarding the
possible consideration of CR for adoption by
their school.
Considered together, the three parts of this
study addressed a set of interdependent
research questions regarding the potential role
of CR as a DI program in school reform settings.
The specific research questions were as follows:
1. Did the year-long implementation of CR in
grades 3 and 4 result in greater overall student academic growth in reading by lowachieving, low-SES students in comparison
to control students, as measured by a state
accountability reading assessment test?
2. Did the academic expectations of nonprogram teachers of the possible performance
Journal of Direct Instruction

of their students on representative content
from CR mastered by the low-achieving,
low-SES students in Part 1 substantially
underestimate the achievement potential of
students in their schools?
3. What were the recommendations of a new
sample of nonprogram teachers regarding
the potential adoption of CR in their
schools obtained in a simulated decisionmaking activity, and to what degree were
their prior instructional perspectives regarding remedial reading consistent with CR
program design features?
In all three parts of this study, the students
(Part 1) and the two different groups of teachers (Parts 2 and 3) were selected from demographically comparable elementary schools
located in eastern North Carolina. All of the
schools were located in comparable small
towns in rural areas. All of the schools were
racially mixed and had achievement levels that
ranged from below average to slightly above
average as measured by state-administered,
accountability achievement tests. In keeping
within a state-mandated educational reform
initiative, all of the schools had been involved
in school reform and instructional decisionmaking initiatives emphasizing basic skills
improvement for at least two years at the time
of this study.

Part 1: Effectiveness of CR
in an Eastern NC School
The purpose of Part 1 was to determine
whether CR was effective in accelerating student reading achievement within the Eastern
North Carolina demographic setting.

Method
Participants. The school implementing CR was
a historically low-achieving grade 3–5 school
(N = 376, 73% minority), with reading scores
on state reading tests well below district and
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state averages. The participants assigned to
CR were the lowest-performing 20% of grade 3
and grade 4 students at the beginning of the
school year. The comparison students for reading achievement consisted of the lowestachieving 20% of students in grade 3 and grade
4, respectively, enrolled in the same school the
preceding school year. More specifically, the
preceding year’s grade 3 reading achievement
of the grade 4 treatment group served as a
comparison group for the grade 3 treatment
students, and the grade 4 reading achievement
of the school’s grade 5 (nonparticipating) students served as a comparison group for the
grade 4 treatment group. The use of the specific within-school comparison groups in this
study allowed the achievement outcomes
anticipated from CR to be interpreted in
terms of potential value of CR for the school’s
low-SES student population, illustrating what
the students’ prior achievement could have
been if they had been engaged in CR the year
preceding this study.
Instruments. Student academic reading
achievement was measured using the North
Carolina End-of-Grade Tests in Reading (EOG-R)
for grades 3 and 4 (North Carolina Division
of Accountability Services, 2006). The EOGR is a state-developed test reflecting North
Carolina instructional standards (North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
2004). Student EOG-R performance is
reported using an equal-interval developmental scale score (DSS) across grades 3
through 8. At each grade level, state-established DSS cut-scores establish four levels of
student reading proficiency, with Levels 1
and 2 indicating below grade-level performance and Levels 3 and 4 indicating at/or
above grade-level performance. In this study,
EOG-R scale scores in grades 3 and 4 were
used as achievement outcome measures, with
the preceding year’s grade 3 EOG-R scores
serving as a concomitant variable (covariate)
for grade 4 students.
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The Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT; Lohman &
Hagen, 2001) verbal subtest provided ability
scores at the beginning of grade 3 and served
as a covariate for grade 3 and grade 4 students. Because EOG-R tests are not administered in grade 2, the CogAT score was the
sole covariate for the grade 3 students.
CR instruction. CR (see Engelmann, Hanner, &
Johnson, 1999) was designed as a core replacement (vs. a supplementary) remedial reading
program in which both decoding and comprehension skills and strategies are taught explicitly through direct teacher-led instruction in a
manner that is suitable for students in grades
3-12. The CR programs used in this study
(Engelmann, Carnine, & Johnson, 1999;
Engelmann et al., 1999a, 1999b, 1999c, 1999d,
1999e) consisted of two complementary parts,
Decoding (CR-D) and Comprehension (CR-C),
which are comprised of a total of 320 and 325
lessons, respectively. CR-D consists of Levels
A, B1, and B2 (65 lessons each) and C (125
lessons). CR-C consists of Levels A and B1 (60
lessons each), B2 (65 lessons each), and C
(140 lessons).
CR placement tests determine which program level is appropriate for students. Small
instructional groups ranging in size from 6 to
12 students are used to implement the program. Students initially assigned to instructional groups through placement tests are
evaluated continually during daily lessons
using program mastery learning criteria (e.g.,
error rates in oral components of lessons,
performance on embedded lesson tests).
Daily lessons for each strand require approximately 40-45 minutes to complete. As a
replacement (vs. a supplementary) program,
the 90 minutes of instructional time allocated to CR was equivalent to the amount of
instructional time allocated to the districtadopted basal reading series received by the
comparison groups used in the study.
In the present study, all 27 grade 3 treatment students and 25 of the 33 total of
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grade 4 students placed at Level A in both
CR-D and CR-C. The remaining 8 students in
grade 4 placed at Level B1 in CR-D and
Level A in CR-C. Using student placement
test performance to group students for
instruction resulted in classes ranging in size
from 7 to 10 students.
The CR program (CR-D, CR-C) was implemented over the entire school year within
daily lesson blocks lasting 90 minutes (i.e.,
45 minutes for each strand). All 8 teachers
received CR training on how to administer
placement tests in the preceding spring, 4
hours of program-specific training prior to
the start of the school year, and 3 additional
follow-up sessions during the school year for
a total of 10 hours. In addition, an experienced DI consultant and the principal
observed all CR teachers regularly to evaluate
teaching effectiveness. All CR teachers met
as a team once every 2 weeks for 90 minutes
to discuss program implementation and other
curriculum-related issues.

In grade 3, all three groups of students placed
in Level A of CR-D and Level A of CR-C. Of
these grade 3 groups, for CR-D, one group
completed Level B1, one completed Level B2,
Lesson 10, and one completed Level B2,
Lesson 20. For CR-C, one group completed
Level B1, one completed Level B1, Lesson 10,
and one completed Level B1, Lesson 60.
In grade 4, three of the four groups of students placed in Level A of CR-D and Level A
of CR-C. The remaining group placed in Level
B1 of CR-D and Level A of CR-C. Of these
grade 4 groups, for CR-D, three of the four
groups reached Level B2, with one group completing Lesson 5, one completing Lesson 10,
and one Lesson 15. The fourth group completed Lesson 55 in Level B2. For CR-C, one
group completed Level A, one group completed Level B1, Lesson 5, one completed
Level B1, Lesson 50, and one completed
Level B2, Lesson 10. The number of lessons
completed ranged from 125 to 150 for CR-D
and from 115 to 140 for CR-C.

Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of the Treatment and Comparison Groups
for Academic Achievement in Reading
Grade

Group

N

Gender
M••F

Race
B••H••W

Exceptionalities a

Treatment

20

9••11

18••2••0

6•(5 LD, 1 SI)

Comparison b

22

14••10

21••0••0

7•(4 LD, 1 EMH, 1 EH, 11 H/SI)

Treatment

24

14••10

21••0••0

7 •(4 LD, 1 EMH, 1 EH, 11 H/SI)

Comparison

20

8••12

16••2••2

0

3

4

a LD = Learning Disabled, SI = Speech Impaired, EMH = Educable Mentally Handicapped, EH = Emotionally
Handicapped, H/SI = Hearing/Speech Impaired.
b The grade 3 comparisons were the grade 4 treatment students the preceding year. All treatment and comparison
groups consisted of the lowest-achieving students in their grade.
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Design, analysis, and procedure. All students in
the treatment and comparison groups met criteria indicative of low academic performance
(below median CogAT Verbal Subtest scores in
grade 3 and a Proficiency Level 1 on stateadministered EOG-R tests in grade 3 indicated a substantial reading deficiency). Table
1 shows demographic characteristics of the
treatment and comparison groups in Part 1 of
the study.
Separate statistical analyses were conducted
for the third- and fourth-grade samples
because they had different covariates (CogAT
in grade 3 versus CogAT and EOG-R in grade
4). The grade 3 ANCOVA compared the performance of the treatment and comparison
groups on grade 3 EOG-R scores, using the
CogAT verbal subtest as a covariate. A similar
ANCOVA was conducted for grade 4 students
on EOG-R performance, but with both the
grade 3 EOG-R and CogAT verbal subtest
scores used as covariates. Prior to conducting
the ANCOVA for both grades, an independent
sample t-test comparing the treatment and
comparison groups’ covariate scores was con-

Table 2

Performance of Grade 3 Treatment
and Comparison Students on the CogAT
Verbal Subtest and EOG-R
Group

n

Treatment
Mean
SD

20

Comparison
Mean
SD

22

CogAT
Verbal

EOG-R

73.3
9.8

131.3
6.1

72.7
9.0

128.0
3.5

Note. CogAT scores are percentile ranks, EOG-R scores
are developmental scale scores.
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ducted to ensure that the initial levels of performance by the two groups on the concomitant variables were comparable.
All student EOG-R achievement tests were
administered in late Spring through the North
Carolina standardized testing program.
Student CogAT verbal subtests were administered to all grade 3 students at the beginning
of the school year through a local district-wide
testing program. All resulting achievement
data (EOG-R, CogAT) were obtained electronically from district records.

Results
Grade 3 findings. Table 2 shows the means and
standard deviations for the grade 3 treatment
and comparison students on the CogAT Verbal
Subtest scores and the EOG-R. An independent t-test found no significant difference in
the initial levels of performance between the
treatment and comparison groups, t (40) =
0.213, p = .83, in verbal ability as measured
by the CogAT at the beginning of grade 3.
Thus, the treatment and comparison groups
in grade 3 were comparable in prior academic
achievement.
The results of the analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) comparing the adjusted mean
EOG-R reading achievement of the treatment
and comparison groups found the EOG-R
achievement of the CR students significantly
greater than comparisons, F (1, 39) = 5.43, p
< .05. This finding consisted of a difference
between adjusted means of 3.1 scale points on
the EOG-R achievement test in favor of the
treatment group, approximately 24% more
than one year’s EOG-R achievement growth,
and an effect size of .72 (Cohen, 1988).
Grade 4 findings. Table 3 shows the means and
standard deviations for the grade 4 treatment
and comparison students on the grade 3
CogAT verbal subtest and the grade 3 EOG-R
test. An independent t-test conducted on the
CogAT verbal subtest scores, t (42) = -0.052,
Winter 2009

p = .96 found no statistically significant difference between the CogAT verbal subtest
scores for the grade 4 treatment and comparison groups at the beginning of grade 3. A second independent t-test conducted on the
EOG-R scores, t (42) = 1.729, p = .09, also
indicated no statistically significant difference
between the grade 4 treatment and comparison groups at the end of grade 3. Thus, the
treatment and comparison groups in grade 4
were considered comparable in prior academic
achievement.
The results of the ANCOVA comparing the
adjusted mean EOG-R achievement of the
grade 4 treatment and comparison groups
found the reading achievement of the CR students significantly greater than comparisons,
F (1, 40) = 7.30, p < .03. This finding consisted of a difference between adjusted means
of 2.8 scale points on the EOG-R achievement
test in favor of the treatment group, approximately 29% more than one year’s EOG-R
achievement growth, and an effect size of .88
(Cohen, 1988).

Summary and Discussion
of the Results for Part 1
Part 1 found significant differences in favor of
both the grade 3 and grade 4 CR students on
reading achievement (EOG-R) relative to
comparison students and showed that CR
accelerated the rate of student growth by 24%
in grade 3 and 29% in grade 4. These findings
demonstrated that in the eastern North
Carolina setting, CR was an effective intervention for accelerating student reading
achievement as measured by state accountability tests.

Part 2: Expectations of
Nonprogram Teachers of the
Performance of their Students
on CR Content Samples
Using Part 1 as a foundation, Part 2 of this
study explored (a) the curricular judgments of
nonprogram teachers in schools not using CR
on the academic level of representative CR

Table 3

Performance of Grade 4 Treatment and Comparison Students on the CogAT
Verbal Subtest and EOG-R in Grade 3 and the EOG-R in Grade 4
Grade 3
Group

Grade 4

n

Treatment
Mean
SD

24

Comparison
Mean
SD

20

CogAT Verbal

EOG-R

EOG-R

77.5
6.5

128.0
3.8

138.3
3.7

75.4
6.3

131.1
6.5

135.3
3.5

Note. CogAT scores are percentile ranks, EOG-R scores are developmental scale scores.

Journal of Direct Instruction

19

content in terms of grade-level appropriateness for their low-, average-, and high-ability
students and (b) the percentages of students
in their school and district that nonprogram
teachers estimated would demonstrate mastery of the CR content sampled. Together, the
curricular judgments by nonprogram teachers
in Part 2 addressed the question of whether
CR as a remedial instructional intervention
would be revealed by teacher expectations to
have the potential to accelerate the rate and
quality of student learning, an important issue
for adopting CR in school reform.

Method
Participants. Fifty-seven nonprogram teachers
from six K-5 elementary schools not using CR
(or DI) participated in this part of this study.
Because the purpose of Part 2 of this study
was to obtain teacher judgments of the performance of their students on CR instructional activities, the school sample
encompassed a range of performance levels
from below average (approximately matching
the school implementing the program in Part
1) to slightly above average. Specifically, the
prior EOG Reading achievement across grades
3 and 4 for two of the five participating
schools was less that 6 scale points higher
than the experimental school in Part 1, but
three of the five participating schools scored
from 8 to 17 points higher. Of the five
schools, two had fewer (34%, 65%) and three
had greater (94%, 95%, 96%) enrollments of
low-SES students than the school in Part 1
(71%). The group of five participating schools
was comparable to the Part 1 school in key
teacher demographics (gender, race, education, and experience).
Instruments. The Student Activity Analysis Form
(SAAF; Vitale, Boldt, Kaniuka, & Scott, 1999)
was used to assess teacher judgments regarding the grade-level appropriateness and degree
of student mastery on 10 representative student CR activities (i.e., instructional tasks)
selected from CR-D and CR-C. The activities
20

were selected only from Levels A, B1, and B2
(Engelmann, Carnine, & Johnson, 1999;
Engelmann et al., 1999a, 1999b, 1999c, 1999d,
1999e) rather than from the more advanced
Level C, because Levels A, B1, and B2 represented the range of CR content taught across
grades 3 and 4 at the treatment school in Part
1. For each task on the SAAF (e.g., reading
passages, inference tasks), teachers were asked
to make two different judgments: (a) the
grade level at which the task would be appropriate for low-, average-, and high-ability students in their school and (b) the percentage of
students in their school and in their district
that would display mastery of these activities
if tested.
The program locations of the 10 randomly
sequenced CR activities consisted of two CR-D
tasks (Level B1–Lesson 60 and Level
B2–Lesson 30) and eight CR-C tasks (Level
A–Lesson 50, Level B1–Lessons 19, 38, 39, 53,
and 60, and Level B2–Lessons 32 and 43).
Only two CR-D tasks were included because
they adequately represented the major focus
in Level B1 and B2 (CR-C tasks were far more
diverse). The two CR-D tasks each consisted
of 100-word passages that students in CR are
required to read with fluency while meeting
program-specified rate and accuracy criteria.
The eight CR-C tasks included examples of
rule statements, deductions, analogies, vocabulary, sentence parts, and contradictions on
which students in CR are required to demonstrate mastery.
Although teachers responded anonymously, the
SAAF scale included a cover page on which
teachers supplied general demographic information (e.g., gender, grade taught, overall
teaching experience, education level, and
race). The next two SAAF pages consisted of
illustrative (non-CR) activities designed to orient the participants to the SAAF response format. The next 10 pages presented the
representative activities (one per page) from
the CR-D and CR-C lessons.
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In rating each CR task/activity, participants
were asked to follow a two-step process. First,
teachers were asked to estimate the grade
level at which each task would be most appropriate instructionally for students they would
consider to be of average, low, and high ability
in their school. Second, teachers were asked to
estimate the percentage of students in their
school and district that, for each grade from
grades 3 through 7, they believed would display mastery on each task (if tested). For
grades 6 and 7, teachers were asked to estimate likely mastery based on their experience
with past students. This was considered
appropriate because the emphasis of the SAAF
task was to assess teacher perceptual judgments about CR tasks rather than to provide
absolute judgments of student performance.
In responding, participants were free to assign
the grade levels and percentages they deemed
appropriate. Prior to use in this study, the
SAAF format and instructions were pilottested and revised as necessary. In no case
were teachers informed that the tasks to be
judged came from CR.
Design, analysis, and procedure. In surveying nonprogram teachers, principals at each sample
school were contacted in the third week in
April of the school year to review SAAF administration procedures and materials. In each
school, the principals subsequently distributed
the SAAF to all of their teachers in a faculty
meeting after explaining the purpose of the
survey task. After completing the two practice
pages, principals guided teacher inspection of
the 10 SAAF tasks. Teachers then either completed the SAAF during the meeting or
returned their completed forms to the principal in one week. In all cases, teachers were
asked to make their judgments independently
of other teachers.
The teacher grade-level expectations were analyzed using a 2 x 3 repeated measures ANOVA
with two within factors: Program Content (CRD, CR-C) and Student Ability (Low, Average,
High). The teacher estimates of student masJournal of Direct Instruction

tery were analyzed using a 2 x 2 x 5 repeated
measures ANOVA with three within factors:
Program Content (CR-D, CR-C), Location
(District, School), and Grade (3, 4, 5, 6, 7).

Results
Perceived grade-level assignment for CR tasks. Table
4 shows the means and standard deviations for
the appropriate grade levels assigned to the
CR tasks for low-, average-, and high-ability
students. As Table 4 shows, the grade levels
assigned by nonprogram teachers for the CR-D
activities ranged from 3.3 for high-ability students to a high of 5.4 for low-ability students,
with an average grade level for all students of
4.3. The grade levels assigned the CR-C tasks
ranged from 4.1 for high-ability students to a
high of 5.7 for low-ability students, with an
average grade level for all students of 5.2.
Thus, the CR-D and CR-C tasks completed by
the low-SES remedial students in grades 3 and
4 in Part 1 were rated by teachers as appropriate for elementary students at much higher
grade levels, with only high-ability students

Table 4

Nonprogram Teacher SAAF Scores
for Grade-level Appropriateness
as a Function of CR Program Content
and Student Ability
Student
Ability

CR
Decoding

CR
Comprehension

Low

m
sd

5.41
1.09

5.69
.93

Average

m
sd

4.26
.85

5.69
.96

High

m
sd

3.26
.85

4.14
.86
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expected to master the specified tasks at or
below the fourth-grade level.

In addition to the significant main effects, a
significant Program Content x Student Ability
interaction, F (2,112) = 136.21, p < .001,
showed that the differences in grade-level
expectations between student ability levels
were different for the CR-D and CR-C content.
For low-ability students, the differences in
grade-level expectations between students of
different abilities (average-low, high-average)
were 1.1 and 1.0 for CR-D, but 0.0 and 1.6 for
CR-C. To explore this effect further, a single
degree of freedom polynomial contrast
revealed a significant, F (1,56) = 193.93, p <
.001, interaction between the linear effects of
Program Content x Student Ability.

The results of the 2 x 3 ANOVA with the two
factors, Program Content (CR-D, CR-C) and
Student Ability (Low, Average, High) using
teacher-estimated grade-level appropriateness
as the dependent measure, found both the
main effects and interaction significant. The
significant Program Content effect, F (1,56) =
60.72, p < .001, indicated that teachers viewed
the CR-C tasks included in the SAAF as more
difficult than the CR-D tasks across all ability
levels. The significant Student Ability effect, F
(2,112) = 362.44, p < .001, confirmed that
teachers were consistent in rating the gradelevel appropriateness of the tasks lower (i.e.,
appropriate at a lower grade level) for highability students, next lowest for average-ability
students, and highest (i.e., most difficult) for
low-ability students, and that teachers
expected different ability students to master
the tasks at different grade levels (i.e., highability students would be expected to master
the tasks at a mean grade level of 3.7, averageability students at a mean grade level of 5.0,
and low-ability students at a grade level of 5.6).

Expected student performance on CR tasks. Table 5
presents descriptive statistics for the nonprogram teacher expectations of the percentage of
students in grades 3-7 in their schools and districts who would be able to demonstrate mastery of the 10 CR-D or CR-C tasks sampled from
CR. As Table 5 shows, teachers rated the CR
tasks as difficult for the majority of their students in Grades 3 and 4, with the findings showing an expected positive relationship between
grade level and percentage of students capable

Table 5

Nonprogram Teachers’ SAAF Estimates of the Percentage of Students Mastering CR-D
and CR-C Tasks as a Function of Grade Level and Location (School, District)
Program Content
Student

Grade Level–CR Decoding

Group
School
District

Total

Grade Level–CR Comprehension

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

m
sd
m
sd

31.5
22.2
33.4
23.0

46.9
24.1
47.5
25.5

59.3
24.4
62.1
23.5

69.0
24.8
71.5
22.9

77.7
22.5
79.7
19.9

22.5
14.5
23.9
14.7

35.4
18.7
37.7
18.2

48.9
21.1
52.9
21.3

61.3
22.1
65.1
20.8

71.3
22.7
74.4
20.6

m

32.6

46.7

60.7

70.1

78.7

23.2

36.5

50.9

63.2

72.9

Note. N = 57.
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of mastering the tasks. Although the rate of
increase was not uniform across the grades, it
was consistent at the district and school levels.
In addition, supporting the anticipated difficulty
of the CR tasks, the expected mastery-level percentages for students were below 70% in all but
five cases. Across grade levels, the expectations
for success on CR-D tasks ranged from a low of
32.5% to a high of 77.8%, for a difference of
45.3%. On CR-C tasks, the expectations ranged
from a low of 23.2% to a high of 72.9%, for a difference of 49.7%.
The results of a 2 x 2 x 5 repeated measures
ANOVA with three within factors, Program
Content (CR-D, CR-C), Location (District,
School), and Grade (3, 4, 5, 6, 7) using
teacher-estimated task mastery of students
as the dependent variable found no significant difference in judgments between
Location (School versus District), F (1,56)
= 3.11, p > .05, indicating that teachers
rated the overall mastery of students in their
schools to be similar to those in their districts. At the same time, the significant
Grade effect, F (4,224) = 450.02, p < .001,
confirmed that teachers expected higher levels of mastery from students in higher
grades. Together these findings confirm the
general credibility of the teacher judgments.
The ANOVA also found a significant Program
Content effect, F (1,56) = 41.25, p < .001, a
finding that the CR-D tasks were viewed as
less difficult than the CR-C tasks (mean difference = 8.4%).
Among the interactions, only the Program
Content x Grade was found significant, F
(4,224) = 3.74, p < .02. This showed that the
differences between the mean mastery percentages for CR-D and CR-C varied differentially across grade levels.

Summary and Discussion
of the Results for Part 2
Part 2 of this study showed that nonprogram
teachers having no prior experience with CR
Journal of Direct Instruction

rated the CR-D and CR-C tasks as being composed of “grade-advanced” content, certainly
well beyond the expected mastery of the
majority of the third and fourth graders in
their non-CR schools, in general, and lowachieving third and fourth graders, in particular. Further, the nonprogram teacher estimates
of the percentages of students in their schools
and districts who could be expected to display
mastery revealed the CR tasks to be highly
difficult, with mastery percentages for all
grades being well below what would normally
be considered acceptable mastery percentages
of student performance (e.g., 80% mastery).
Finally, in focusing upon the grade-level
appropriateness of the CR tasks, teachers
clearly viewed them as being more appropriate for average- and high-ability students at
higher grade levels than the remedial grade 3
and 4 students who demonstrated mastery of
them through CR in Part 1. In a similar fashion, the nonprogram teacher estimates of mastery of the CR tasks by their students showed
that the adoption of CR would have substantially accelerated the rate and level of academic achievement for grade 3 and 4 students
in their schools and districts.
In considering these nonprogram teacher
estimates further, it also is important to
remember that only representative tasks
from Levels A, B1, and B2 of CR were sampled (with only two selections included from
CR-C Level B2) because the intent was to
stay within the scope of the CR Levels experienced by the grade 3 and 4 remedial students in the treatment school in Part 1. As a
result, it is a reasonable expectation that
selections from the more advanced Level C
of CR-D and CR-C would be rated by teachers as even more advanced instructionally.
Again, teacher perspectives on the degree to
which CR could be expected to accelerate
student learning should be an important
issue in school reform initiatives focusing on
student achievement.
23

Part 3: Analysis of Teacher
Instructional Perspectives
in a Simulated Decisionmaking Activity Evaluating
CR for Adoption
Part 1 demonstrated that CR significantly
accelerated the reading achievement of previously low-achieving, low-SES students in
grades 3 and 4. Part 2 showed that the perceptual judgments of nonprogram teachers on the
performance of their students on the representative CR content mastered by grade 3 and
grade 4 students in Part 1 established CR as
engendering an accelerated rate of achievement growth. Combining Parts 1 and 2, an
instructional implication is that the achievement of a majority of students in the Part 2
schools, including those more academically
advanced and older, would benefit academically from Levels A, B1, and B2 of CR.
With Parts 1 and 2 as a foundation, Part 3
engaged a new group of teachers having no
prior, direct, in-depth experience with CR (or
DI) in a decision-making process designed to
simulate a preliminary evaluation of CR for
possible adoption as a remedial reading program for their school.

Method
Participants. Elementary teachers (N = 21)
enrolled in a graduate elementary education
course and representing 13 different eastern
North Carolina schools participated in Part 3.
All teacher participants were enrolled in a
graduate course in elementary education.
None of the teachers or schools participating
in Part 2 participated in Part 3. Two of the
schools in Part 3 had four teachers in this
study, one school had three teachers, and the
remainder had one participant. Eighteen participants held a bachelor’s degree (with 13
enrolled in a masters program) and three held
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a master’s degree in another area. Two participants were male and 19 were female. One participant was black and the remaining 20
participants were white. The average teaching
experience was 6.9 years, with a range from a
low of one year of experience to a high of 29
years of experience. The grade levels taught
by the teachers ranged from kindergarten to
grade 6. None of the teacher participants had
any direct or detailed prior knowledge of CR,
although one teacher had observed CR being
taught in a special education setting in her
school on an informal basis.
Instrument. A researcher-developed paper-pencil Teacher Decision-making Simulation (TDS) was
used to structure individual teacher activity
designed to simulate key elements of a school
instructional decision-making process. In the
TDS activity, teachers were asked to assume
they were to develop preliminary recommendations to their school improvement team
regarding possible adoption of CR for remedial
reading instruction in their school. The TDS
provided teachers with a short, 1-page
overview of CR implementation features, a
copy of the CR Series Guide (Engelmann,
Hanner, & Johnson, 1999) to use, and instructions to complete a preliminary evaluation of
CR in approximately 50 minutes. The TDS
was field-tested informally and refined prior to
use in the study.
The TDS implementation instructions asked
the participants to provide demographic information and then to review the short, one-page
list of key factual details on the one-page
overview extracted from the CR Series Guide
(e.g., the program included a CR-D and a CR-C
component, there were three levels (A, B, C)
in each, materials for each level consisted of
teacher presentation books and student workbooks, recommended daily small-group
instructional time was 45 minutes for CR-D
and 45 minutes for CR-C). The providing of
these factual details allowed teachers to focus
their attention on the CR curricular content
and teaching strategies rather than having to
Winter 2009

determine specific implementation details. In
responding to the TDS, teachers were asked to
support their responses with professional
knowledge as appropriate.

After providing demographic information and
reviewing the factual program information, participants were asked to assume their goal was
to make a preliminary recommendation regard-

Table 6

Six Sets of Questions That Guided Teachers
in the Teacher Decision-making Simulation (TDS)
Question 1.

Briefly outline your general school achievement goals in reading and your judgment of the general progress of your school meeting these goals.

Question 2a.

Estimate what percentage of your school’s population is in a remedial reading
program.

Question 2b.

Using the following scale, in your opinion, how successful is your school’s present remedial program in meeting the needs of your students?
Very Successful
Successful
Somewhat successful
Unsuccessful
Very Unsuccessful

Question 2c.

What general observations can you offer about the remedial reading program in
your school?

Question 3.

In evaluating Corrective Reading, what would you identify as its major
strengths/best features (if any) as a remedial reading program? (In your evaluation comments please address the instructional content, teaching strategies,
and implementation requirements.)

Question 4.

In evaluating Corrective Reading, what would you identify as its major weaknesses/worst features (if any) as a remedial reading program? (In your evaluation comments please address the instructional content, teaching strategies,
and implementation requirements.)

Question 5.

Based on your evaluation of Corrective Reading, and your knowledge of your
school’s students and reading program(s), would you recommend further consideration of Corrective Reading for possible adoption? If you would not recommend Corrective Reading, please indicate your recommendation.

Question 6.

If you could design an “ideal” remedial reading program, what important features would it have?
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ing further consideration for possible adoption
of CR for remedial reading to their school
improvement team. In completing the simulated evaluation of CR, teachers were asked to
inspect the CR Series Guide and then respond to
the open-ended questions located on separate
pages of the TDS instrument summarized in
Table 6. In the TDS, questions 1, 2a, 2b, and
2c provided a context for the simulation task,
while questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 provided qualitative data regarding teacher recommendations
and their associated perspectives as applied to
the decision-making task.
Design, procedure, and data analysis. The participants completed the TSD during a regular
class meeting of a graduate elementary education course. All participants responded individually to the TDS because the emphasis of the
study was to capture their individual decisionmaking perspectives rather than to emulate a
typical group-based school improvement committee process. In administering the TSD, the
instructor read the task directions to the class
and was present to answer any questions pertaining to the evaluation. Participants were
given a packet containing the TDS materials,
which included the 1-page overview and the
CR Series Guide. As the participants explored
the CR Series Guide, they wrote their answers
to the questions on the TDS form and then
returned their completed materials.
The resulting teacher TDS responses were categorized in terms of (a) recommendations
regarding the preliminary adoption of the program, (b) the professional rationale used to
justify recommendations, and (c) misinterpretation of key characteristics of CR. In particular, the analysis focused on Questions 3 and 4
on the TDS that asked participants to evaluate
CR and reference specific aspects of the program that they felt were strengths or weaknesses. These responses were analyzed by a
panel of raters to identify the criteria reported
by the participants in evaluating the CR materials and in supporting their recommendation
decisions rather than simply summarizing the
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participant knowledge about remedial reading
instruction per se.
Question 5 of the TDS asked teachers to
either recommend CR in a preliminary fashion
or make an alternative recommendation based
on their knowledge of the instructional needs
in their schools. The resulting teacher recommendations were categorized into three
response categories: (a) positive, (b) negative,
and (c) negative with a qualifying condition.
Because all three recommendations were
accompanied with supporting details, the
response categories used in Questions 3 and 4
were again applied in categorizing the data in
Question 5. Finally, Question 6 responses were
organized using a three-category classification
similar to the preceding: (a) teaching strategies, (b) instructional content, and (c) assessment. Although the focus of the TDS was on
teaching strategies and instructional content,
the category of assessment was added because
teacher beliefs about assessment and student
achievement emerged as a factor regarding
participant judgments of the potential effectiveness of remedial programs in their schools.
Compilation of the resulting qualitative data
consisted of categorization and frequency
counts by category by one of the researchers
and by three other independent raters, all of
whom were doctoral students in educational
leadership. The percentage-of-agreement reliability coefficients indicating the degree of
agreement in following the scoring systems
among the four raters ranged from .88 to .62,
with a mean of .75.

Results
School contexts for remedial reading. The percentage of students assigned to remedial reading
programs in teachers’ schools ranged from 5%
to 100%, with a mean of 31%. The majority of
the 20 responding teachers reported that their
schools were either successful (20%) or somewhat successful (65%) in meeting the needs of
their remedial students. Although teachers
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were generally supportive of the efforts of
their schools in remediating reading deficiencies, many stated that not enough students
were being served in their schools.
Teacher recommendations for CR adoption. Less
than one-half of the teachers (9 of 21) offered
a favorable preliminary recommendation for
further consideration of the possible adoption
of CR. Most of these teachers supported their
positive recommendations by emphasizing the
content of the program (decoding and comprehension) and that the CR design addressed the
needs of a wide range of students (e.g., grade
levels, exceptionality). The six teachers not
recommending further consideration of CR
preferred to continue using their present
remedial programs in their schools, expressing
the concerns that CR was not aligned with the
needs of their students and that CR was not
supported by research. One additional teacher
did not offer a recommendation because she
felt no single program could meet the needs of
all students. This teacher was counted as a
negative recommendation, increasing the
number of teachers not recommending CR
from 6 to 7 (of 21). The five teachers that
indicated they were uncertain reported that
they needed additional time to investigate the
program in greater depth before making a preliminary recommendation of any kind.
Teacher perspectives relating to the evaluation of CR.
In making their recommendations, the nonprogram teacher judgments represented a combination of evaluation perspectives and program
features. In turn, these perspectives provided
a basis for suggesting how their recommendation decisions might relate to actual CR design
features.
Table 7 summarizes teacher perspectives for
the design of an ideal remedial reading program. As indicated in Table 7, of the three categories of features identified, teacher-centered
were mentioned most frequently, with program-centered and assessment being less frequent. Most of the features suggested
Journal of Direct Instruction

represented either constituents of instructional programs teachers were presently using
or a generic set of features common to any
basal reading program. None of the features
reflected abstract principles underlying the
design of a DI reading program (e.g., Carnine,
Silbert, Kame’enui, & Tarver, 2003).
Table 8 contrasts the “best practices” for an
ideal remedial reading program reported by
teachers with the underlying design features
of CR. As Table 8 shows, these teacher-identified features represented a substantially different perspective than those that underlie the
design of CR.
Finally, Table 9 relates weaknesses of CR
reported by teachers as evaluative criteria that
influenced their recommendations for CR, but
which represented misconceptions of actual
CR design principles. As Table 9, shows, these
weaknesses are logically consistent with the
ideal features and best practices perspectives
reported by teachers shown in Tables 7 and 8.

Summary and Discussion
of the Results for Part 3
Despite the fact that 9 of 21 teachers (43%)
made positive preliminary recommendations
with regard to further considering the possible
adoption of CR, 12 of 21 (57%) did not. In general, the overviews summarizing teacher perspectives on remedial reading program features
and best practices shown in Tables 7, 8, and 9
are suggestive of a minimal understanding of
CR design principles by all teacher participants, regardless of whether their CR recommendations were positive. Rather, the
perspectives reported by teachers were consistent with the educational materials typically
used by schools, which presumably represented
teachers’ prior experience. While understandable, this is a cause for concern with regard to
(a) whether appropriate criteria were applied
in evaluating CR and, if ultimately adopted, (b)
what perspectives could be applied in support
of the implementation of CR with the degree
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of fidelity that would result in desired student
achievement outcomes (e.g., those reported in
Part 1). While the short 50-minute exploration
used in this simulation was not sufficient for
developing an in-depth understanding of CR
design, the major concern raised by Part 3 of
the study is that, within a school reform initiative, teachers involved in decision-making may
hold prior-knowledge perspectives that preclude either their consideration of or support of
effective adoption or implementation of CR. In
fact, the perceived weaknesses of CR reported
by teachers were among the major principles

that make it effective (e.g., Engelmann &
Carnine, 1982).

Discussion
Considered from the point of view of providing a foundation for advocating adoption and
subsequent sustainability of CR within systemic school reform initiatives, the pattern of
findings from Parts 1, 2, and 3 raise important
considerations. Conducted in a rural, eastern
North Carolina setting, Part 1 demonstrated
the effectiveness of CR in accelerating the

Table 7

Features Identified by Teachers for Ideal Remedial Reading Programs
Features
Teaching Strategies

Instructional Content

Assessment Orientation

1. Use Reading Recovery teaching
techniques (3)

Identify words and
word-chunks (1)

Determine the needs of
students (4)

2. One-on-one teaching (1)

Daily writing, reading
(oral and silent) (1)

Evaluate student progress
(4)

3. Teacher an independent
decision-maker focusing on
the needs of the student (1)

Phonics (2)

4. Small-group teaching (1)

Comprehension (2)

5. Balance of teacher-centered
and student-centered
activities (2)

Wide variety of reading
materials (trade books,
newspapers, poems) (2)

6. Peer tutors (1)

Colorful and attractive
materials (1)

7. Corrective Reading (1)
8. Student allowed to progress
at own rate (1)

Multiple instructional
levels (1)

Note. Numbers in parenthesis indicate how often this feature was mentioned.
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reading achievement of previously low-performing (and low-SES) students. Given Part 1,
Part 2 demonstrated through nonprogram
teacher judgment that the instructional content of CR, even as limited to Levels A, B1,
and B2 in this study, represented an advanced
level of student performance that nonprogram
teachers believed was not accomplished by a
majority of their students receiving traditional

instruction. In this regard, the nonprogram
teachers judged the grade-level appropriateness of CR content as grade-level advanced,
that is, as representing learning outcomes
appropriate for students at higher grade levels
and appropriate for high- and average-ability
students rather than the low-ability students
engaged in CR in grades 3 and 4 in Part 1.
Together, the findings of Parts 1 and 2 are

Table 8

Teacher Perspectives for an Ideal Remedial Reading Program Contrasted
with Corrective Reading (CR) Design Principles
Remedial Reading Program
“Best Practices”

Corrective Reading
Design Principles

Individualized teaching.

Because CR is effective with virtually all students who place,
individualization—as the term is commonly used—is not
relevant to effective instruction (rather, the concept of
grouping for instruction is relevant for CR).

2. Teachers as independent
decision-makers.

CR does require teachers to make very sophisticated
decisions and judgments that are atypical—particularly in
the areas of student error correction, student mastery, and
student placement. However, teachers not highly
experienced with CR and not proficient with the design
model are discouraged from making curricular modifications.

3. Peer tutoring.

The CR philosophy is to design effective instruction that
teaches higher-order concepts and skills directly. The only
application for peer tutoring in this context would be to have
the programs taught by peers rather than teachers, which
makes little sense in most instances dealing with high-need
students. Peer tutoring in itself is not considered an effective
teaching strategy for most learning outcomes.

4. Students progressing
at their own rate.

The CR design philosophy is to accelerate the rate of
student learning progress. As long as the program is well
designed and well taught, all students placed in the program
make rapid educational progress.

5. Use of colorful
and attractive materials.

The program purposefully eliminates color and other details
when they are not relevant to the concepts or skills taught.
In teaching decoding skills, every effort is made to focus
student attention on the grapheme features necessary for
mastery of decoding skills rather than force the students to
“find” them embedded within irrelevant details.

1.
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Table 9

Teacher-identified Weaknesses of Corrective Reading Representing Misinterpretations
of Corrective Reading Design Principles
Identified Program
Weaknesses

Actual Corrective Reading
Design Principles

1. Too much drill and
practice.

CR includes the substantial amounts of practice that are required for
mastery of any skill.

2. Progressively too
difficult material.

CR minimizes the difficulty of new material by ensuring students
gain proficiency in all prerequisite skills through the program prior
to introducing new material.

3. Vocabulary is too
varied.

CR systematically introduces and reviews all vocabulary taught in a
variety of application contexts.

4. Too much emphasis
on phonics-based
instruction.

The CR design specifically teaches students decoding strategies as
skills. Thinking and comprehension skills are addressed in other
components of the program in concert with decoding skills as they
are developed.

CR is highly interactive and involves students as active learners
5. Students are passive
throughout. The CR design uses the high rate of interaction to
learners.
provide students with rapid positive feedback or error corrections.
6. Scripted lessons are
not desirable.

CR does require teachers to follow scripted lessons. However, this
ensures that the instruction students receive is as flawless as possible. Also, the “scripts” are designed to be relatively easy for teachers
to use on a consistent basis as student learning evolves.

7. Instruction is too
teacher-centered.

CR is teacher-centered in the sense that the teacher takes leadership in introducing, modeling, and guiding student learning of what
is taught. This is considered by Direct Instruction (DI) design to be
the most effective model for accelerating student learning across
time.

8. Lacks
individualization of
instruction.

Because CR is highly effective for all students placed in the appropriate level, it is clearly individualized from the perspective of the
learner. Thus, the idea that all students cannot learn from welldesigned instruction is not accepted by the DI model that underlies
CR.

9. Not effective for
students with
attention deficit
disorder.

CR is validated as effective for all students placed appropriately in
it. In fact, Part 1 of the present study included one instructional
group composed of students with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder and emotional behavioral disabilities. In CR, there is no difference in effectiveness between regular students and those with
“disabilities” as long as the students are placed in CR correctly.
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mutually supportive of the potential systemic
value of CR in school improvement initiatives.

stantial scientific and practical validity of CR
(see Przychodzin-Havis et al., 2005).

In contrast, however, the findings in Part 3
represent perspectives that are contrary to the
implications from Parts 1 and 2. More specifically, the findings in Part 3 raise serious concerns regarding how the potential value of CR
can be communicated effectively to teachers
and other school decision-makers and the
means through which the benefits resulting
from CR implementation can be advocated
effectively. Despite positive recommendations
for adoption by 9 of the 21 teachers in this
study, none of the 21 teachers displayed any
prior professional knowledge that served as a
foundation for the evaluation of CR. Rather,
the perspectives held by teachers in this study
were contrary to the major design features that
make CR effective. Of equal importance, these
prior perspectives also raise concerns regarding
the eventual implementation fidelity (and sustainability) of CR if adopted.

Although this study has a number of limitations due to scope of sampling schools, teachers, and levels of CR content that should be
addressed through replication and extension,
the pattern of findings from Parts 1, 2, and 3
are suggestive of important priorities for both
future research and practice. From the standpoint of research, these results call for a more
detailed analytic documentation of the
processes through which both remedial and
developmental reading programs are adopted
by schools. One key focus of such research
should be on building an understanding of the
semantic (i.e., ontological) foundation (see
Hirsch, 1966; Sowa, 2000) of educational practitioners with the goal of developing
approaches through which the potential systemic benefits of CR (and other DI programs)
can be communicated effectively. Although
replication and extension of the present study
can contribute to such an initiative, such
research is best framed within an advocacy
framework for CR that explicitly relates to the
sustainability and expansion issues (e.g., establishing institutional value) emerging from
recent research on scale-up (see Romance &
Vitale, 2007; Vitale & Romance, 2005).

As Table 9 showed, nonprogram teachers not
only substantially misinterpreted the design
features of the program (negatively) but also
advocated characteristics of “ideal” remedial
reading programs that were contradictory to
the research-validated CR program. Consistent
with Hirsch’s (1996) argument, teacher evaluation of the major design characteristics of CR
reflected the “best practices” advocated by
the established educational paradigm (see
Kuhn, 1996). Therefore, considered together,
the pattern of findings of this study from Parts
1, 2, and 3 suggests that teachers are able to
respond appropriately to the specific student
curricular content of CR (e.g., concrete examples of student instructional tasks) that otherwise might be ignored in discussions
emphasizing the process of instruction in CR.
As a result, in school-based reform contexts,
without such concrete referential examples,
teachers may reject CR as a promising reform
alternative because of its lack of consistency
with what Hirsch has labeled the accepted
educational “thoughtworld,” despite the subJournal of Direct Instruction

In contrast to the research, implications of this
study for practitioners using CR are straightforward and based on a rationale that follows
directly from established DI principles (see
Engelmann & Carnine, 1982). Consistent with
Vitale and Joseph (in press), practitioners
should work to communicate with other educators and parents in terms of the specific curricular tasks that provide concrete examples of
the student learning outcomes resulting from
being in CR. As an illustration, the design of
Part 1 of this study, which used the preceding
year’s students as controls, allowed the effect
of CR to be interpreted as something that
could have benefited students if implemented
a year earlier. Such examples provide a potential means of unambiguous communication in
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terms of basic form sensory concepts
(Engelmann & Carnine, 1982) that cannot be
accomplished through presently accepted educational jargon (see Hirsch, 1996). Moreover,
applying suggestions by Vitale and Joseph (in
press), constructing displays consisting of representative examples of CR decoding and comprehension tasks across lesson sequences (and
levels) would provide a powerful framework
for advocating the educational benefits of CR
in a fashion that also implies achievement
comparisons with curricular outcomes of other
instructional alternatives.
Although the preceding does recognize implicitly that achievement objectives established by
state or local accountability systems must be
accomplished through CR if it is to be considered effective by practitioners, it also is important to emphasize that such measures are not
adequate for representing either the rich curricular outcomes engendered by CR or the
potentially positive educational prognosis of
remedial students who complete Level C of
CR-D and CR-C. Although the extensive
review of CR by Przychodzin-Havis et al.
(2005) found consistent positive results for CR
in more than 90% of 28 different studies, none
of the CR studies reported achievement comparisons of CR students who completed Level
C in both CR-D and CR-C with controls. In
fact, the importance of studies in which students complete CR-D and CR-C implies a natural linkage of future CR research and practice.
To address the major directions for future
research in CR suggested by PrzychodzinHavis et al. (2005), who emphasized the need
for broadening the demonstrations of the
impact of CR on student performance on state
accountability measures and in content subjects (e.g., social studies, science), the experimental designs with the greatest power will
require student completion through Level C
of CR-D and CR-C (cf. Torgesen et al., 2006).
Keeping this perspective in mind while pursuing the priorities for research and practice suggested above has the potential to establish a
continuing evolution through which the adop32

tion of CR as a systemic solution to recognized
educational problems can be advanced.
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