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Philosophy of Effective School Practices

1. Teachers are responsible for student learning,

2. The curriculum is a critical variable for instructional effectiveness.

3. Effective teaching practices are identified by instructional research

that compares the results of a new practice with the results of a

viable alternative,

4. Experiments should not be conducted using an entire generation of

Americans. The initial experimentation with a new practice should
be small in scale and carefully controlled so that negative outcomes

are minimized.

5. A powerful technology for teaching exists that is not being utilized

in most American schools.
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A Remarkable Day:
In Memory of Al Shankar

Note: One day in 1996 a remarkable thing happened. A letter from Al Shankar, late president of the
American Federation of Teachers, and a letter from Zig Engelmann appeared together on the same
page of Education Week. Not only were they on they same page, but they were responding to the same
feature article critiquing “Pre-Crafted Reform.” Furthermore, if you start reading without looking
ahead to which one of them wrote the letter you would have a hard time identifying the authors. Al
sounds like Zig and Zig sounds like Al The title on the page was... '

TEACHER AUTONOMY AND CLASSROOM REALITIES

Reprinted from Education Week, Commentary, August 7, 1996, with permission.

To the Editor: .

I couldn’t agree more with Kathe Jervis (“Pre-
Crafted Reform, Commentary, June 12, 1996) that
teachers must be centrally involved in implement-
ing school reform. But her romantic view of class-
rooms—"living, breathing entities ... requiring mo-
ment-to-moment decisionmaking”—exemplifies
why it continues to be such a struggle both to raise
academic achievement and to make teaching a true
profession, as well as why so many good school
reforms don't last.

Ms. Jervis rejects the notion that there is any
systematic way to codify and transmit the knowl-
~ edge and techniques of good teaching. Ibelieve that

until we do exactly that, we’ll be stalled on student
achievement and promising reforms will continue

to be doomed. Ashappens now, good' reforms may

flourish briefly-—even highly successfully—in a few
setiings, but without a technology (University of Ari-
zona professor Stanley Pogrow’s useful, but per-
haps misleading term) of implementation that can
be shared with others over time, the experiment will
eventually evaporate. But Mr. Pogrow’s notion of
technology is far from the educational straitjacket
that Ms. Jervis envisions, and it certainly allows—
even expects—teachers to bring to bear their experi-

~ ence and knowledge of their students.

In other professions, most of what’s considered

effective and even outstanding is based on tried-
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and-true, comm on, routine procedures and a shared
body of knowledge. Creativity comes into play
when the routine practices don’t work, not as a
substtute for effective routines that embody the
wisdom of previous practice. Teaching is the only
field in which the practitioner is expected to be
ceaselessly creative.. But what's wrong. with dis-
seminating outstanding ways to teach “King Lear”
or fractions? Are teachers that use the same lesson
plan over and over again when it's a terrific plan to
be labeled uncreative?
Routines and shared techniques certainly. leave
room for breakthroughs and improvements. Take
chocolate cake, for example. There are standard
recipes that allow. people to produce a really good
chocolate cake, but now and then someone comes
along and improvesupon the recipe—asuperb choco-
late cake! Butunless they incorporate their changes
into a recipe, no one but that creative person will be
able to make the better cake. A more serious analogy
is medicine. If a surgeon develops a new surgical
technique that could help lots of other patients, isn't
he or she obliged to spell out the routine in detail SO
that other surgeons can copy it? Or should all the
other surgeons be expected to invent the technique
on their own, based on their experience and knowl-
edge of their patients? Thisis where Ms. Jervis’ logic
leads. : :
.. Teacher knowledge and experience are essential
in trying to improve schools. The question really is:
How .are they best deployed? By having 3 million
‘teachers each trying to figure out how to turn the
latest reform idea into a curriculum? This is what
happens in the absence of an implementation tech-~

nology. Some teachers may doit well; others may do
it poorly. Still others may come up with something
that doesn’teven resemble the original reformidea~—
50 how can we even know ifit works, or what exactly
is or isnot working? This is no criticism of teachers.
It is a recognition of the reality in classrooms.

Ms. Jervis worries, that reform efforts may be
damaged by “too-systematic thinking about what
isn’t able to be systematized.”. But I think we have
the opposite problem: a.prejudice against anything
done systematically and.an unwillingness. to. sys-
tematize me-_knqwledgesand techniques of exem-
plary practice, . Other countries. have done. this to
their benefit, as have some schools here. o

At the Barclay Elementary School in Baltimore,
teachers use a highly scripted curriculum that sets
high standards and demands “error free” work from
students. - The curriculum is based on the private
Calvert School curficulum,,which has been around
for nearly 100 years and is the kind of implementa-
Hontechnology Stanley Pogrow talks about. Teach-
ers like the curriculum because it lets them expend
their energy and creativity where it is most needed,
and students have made, remarkable achievement
gains. Most important, it works, and I think it is
unconscionable to ignare what works, particularly
with impoverished inner-city students like those at
Barclay, while continuing to wait for successful re-
form to blossom magically classroom by classroom.

" Albert Shankar

President . Co
American Federation of Teachers
Washington, D.C... .

[P R S R AT

Id the Editpr:

« Kathe Jervis argues that teachers are creative, that

we should honor their creative potential by center-
ing reform around teacher autonomy, and that pre-

- crafted curricula are stifling and insensitive to the

nature of children’s growth and development.
The two problems with her argument are that
there are no data to support any aspect of her posi-
_ tion (and a lot to discredit it) and her centerpiece
example does not support the case that the average
teacher is a curriculum designer or an incisive diag-
nostician of children’s learning.  The example in-
volvesa teacher and professional artist who putsher
2nd graders through a great series of preparatory

steps (studying the solar system, observing thenight -

sky, viewing a segment of a PBS video, and going
through a book on Van Gogh) before feeling that the
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moment “seemed ripe” for their assignment, which
was to paint “10 responses,” for night sky.
Although we don’t know how effective the in-
struction was (because the only oufcomes referred
to involved the product of one child), the somewhat
classical apprdaché‘—phinﬁnglﬂrespn_jnses—suggests
that the kids would somehow berefit from doing
more than one attempt. If this practice makes sense
for the kids, it should also apply to teachers. If Ms.
Jervis” teacher taught the same unit say four or five
times, and received feedback from an expert in in-
struction, the program would improve greatly, as
measured by the amount of time required to réach
the “ripe moment” and by the number of kids who
wereripe. By referring to the performance of teacher
and kids (particularly to the mistakes kids made, the
false starts, and the details that require the most
“teaching”) the instructional designer would be able




to shape the program by removing inert activities,
sharpening the focus, cleaning up the language the
teacher uses so the instructions are unambiguous,
and honing the examples so they require less time
and work better.

Theresult would be that Ms, Jervis’ teacher would
be able to go through the final program with less

© time, with a better yield in terms of student perfor-

mance, and with more technical knowledge about
how everything fits together to bring about a pro-
gressive series of ripe moments.

This shaping of an expert model is the first step in
developing those programs that Ms. Jervis proscribes,
“pre-crafted, highly structured” curricula. The pro-
cess involves improving the sequences created by
expert teachers. The improvement is scrupulously
measured by the performance of kids. The sequence
is modified until, ideaily, all kids who meet the entry

_criteria (expressed as specific skilis) reliably leam

the content in a reasonable amount of time.

Once there is an “expert teaching” model in place,
step two of the process is to make this model
disseminable to other teachers, including rookies,

* those who do not have a background in art, and

those who are quite far from being expert teachers.

The pre-crafted model permits them to succeed,and

also teaches them what sorts of practice arerequired
for sophisticated applications, Viewed differently,
after receiving only a tiny fraction of the training the
expert received, the teacher of the pre-crafted pro-

~ gram will be able to perform nearly as well as the

expert.
This step in shaping the program for various
teachers requires more fieldwork with the proto-

~ type sequence to assess the performance of different

teachers. The step results in more modifications of

the material. '

If teachers or instructional designers do not take
at least the first step of these two steps, their prod-
ucts tend to be quite sophomoric and relatively
ineffective. -Performance records of various places

and formats that support teacher autonomy (such as -
the British infant-school model) show that teachers

do not produce effective products. The most candid
evaluation is that although many teachers try hard,
the great majority of teachers are not effective in-
structional designers or diagnosticians of children’s
learning. Although one might score flattery points
by saying otherwise, the truth is revealed by the

$

kids, and their performance does not reflect effec-

" tive creative input.

If teachers were effective in the mstructlonal—
design arena it would be something of a miracle
because they never received any training that would
prepare them to design and shape instructional pro-
grams. However, even if teachers had the training
and skills, the probability of their producing effec-
tive programs would be low because they have
neither the time nor the facilities to do the shaping in
a timely manner.

In summary; Kathe Jervis’ position seems to be
elitist and not very sensitive to either the probléms
children have learning material or the facts about
teachers. But she and her place of employment, the
Center for Restructuring Education, Schools, and
Teaching can vindicate their stance by augmenting
their rhetoric with action.

Let’s takea couple of inner-city elementary schools
and run a comparison. The center would do its thing
with one school; my team would take the other and
use only pre-crafted sequences. The same amount of
training time will be permitted for each school.
We'll agree about the various subjects that aretobe
taught and the maximum amount of contact time
devoted to any particular subject. And, of course,
we’ll provide some heavy-duty meonitoring to as-
sure that everybody is playing fair and not pre-
crafting when they are supposed to be creating.

My prediction is that after two years, the pre-
crafted school will outperform Ms. Jervis’ school in
everything—every subject (including art) and every
grade. T'll back this prediction with a wager of
$50,000 at5-to-1 odds, which means that if I1ose, Ms.
Jervis and the Center for Restructuring Education,
Schools, and Teaching win $250,000. I'm very seri-
ous about this bet, and although I'suspect the Center
is long on talk but short on action (which means it
will reject the bet with a show of righteousness), this

‘type of comparison is very important if our floun-

dering educational system is to gain some realistic
appreciation both of the absurdity of the Jervis posi-
Hon, and of the potential teachers have if they are
provided with powerful tools that permit them to
perform like experts. '

Siegfried Engelmann-

Professor of Instructional Research
University of Oregon '

Eugene, Ore,

%
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OVERVIEW

'OVERVIEW

ith the number of Direct Instruction imple-
\X/ mentations rapidly increasing, research on how
to get teachers to implement DI with fidelity is very
timely. This issue on classroom supervision was put
together by our guest editor, Nancy Marchand-
Martella at Eastern Washington University. Nancy
has published perhaps more research studies on the
topic of supervision than anyone else in the country
who trains in Direct Instruction. - -
We reprinted the pair of letters from Al Shankar
and Zig Engelmann to the editor of Education Week
(pages 1-3). They are highly relevant to the topic of

- supervision. Few people realize how similar Al

Shankar and Zig Engelmann’s views have been re-
garding the issue of teacher creativity and freedom

and the need for specific teaching procedures, such -
as those provided by Direct Instruction. A comtrion

set of tested procedures that is shared across a pro-
fession is the science of that profession. Many hold
that teaching is an art, not a science, and the two are
mutually exclusive. Al and Zigdon't see it that way.
They both see specific teaching procedures as essen-
tial to improving the quality of teaching.

Learning specific teaching proceduresislikelearn-
ing a specific dance. The dancer is not completely
free, but must follow the steps and move with the
music. A dancer would look silly doing a Western
cha-cha when the band is playing a tango. Though
dancers follow the same steps or procedures when
they dance, there is still a lot of room for personal
style and expression. Look ata group of line dancers
sometime and notice the variety in dancing styles.
The dancer is not limited by the music, but rather
seems set freeby it. Just think how hard it is to dance
without music. It's about as hard to teach with no
teaching procedures as it is to dance with no music.
And are the line dancers having any fun? Teaching
according to established, tested procedures.can also
be a lot of fun. -

Communicating specific teaching procedures to
teachers is a tough task. Teaching new teaching
procedures to a teacher is much like teaching a new

~ dance. Just as the dance instructor counts out the

steps for awkward learners, teacher trainees first
need to practice new procedures in a simulation
apart from the real classroom. Then the dance in-
structor turns on the music and provides feedback to
the learners as they begin to try tokeep the rhythm of
the music. Similarly, a teacher supervisor observes
teacher trainees applying new teaching procedures
with real children and provides feedback to help
them carry out the procedures as they match the
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leaming rhythm of the classroom, Dancers follow

steps in response to music. Teachers follow steps in
response to students. Supervision is crucial to ensur-
ing that teachers do respond to students when they
execute the procedures. Without this training many
trainees would feel like “robots,” doing their steps,
but unaware that the music playing is the Western
cha-cha whilethey are stepping outa Viennese waltz,

Bob Morgan’s article ‘(pages 4-11) provides an
overview of the research on supervision in general
and places the articles in this issue in that context.
Morgan underscores the need for research to iden-
tify methods for training new members of the profes-
sion tobe effective. The studies reported in this issue
make a start in this direction.

Of course; the cheapest method of training is to
teach a college course or provide a workshop and
send the trainees out into the field. If only they
would apply exactly what they have learned. Unfor-

tunately, teachers rarely apply what they learn in a

workshop, especially teachers who have been teach-
ing for a while. And new, inexperienced teachers
have a hard time making anything work. :

The DI implementation model was developed
during Project Follow Through, where inservice teach-
ers were the ones to be trained, not r:ollegé students
without any experience. For this reason perhaps, the
Dlimplementation modelis anapprenticeshipmodel.
Those at the ‘Eugene ADI conference last summer
may have heard Zig describe how he first started
training new teachers in his highly effective tech-
niques, before he had written any programs. - He
described an intensive apprenticeship model, where
the trainee sat beside him as he taught and then took
turns teaching, trying to follow his model, and get-
ting feedback from Zig. This.would be, of course,
Very expensive and very inefficient, if not impos-
sible, to maintain. Morelimportantly, Zig pointed
out, it was just plain painful. It worked, but it took
usually two years of apprenticeship to get a good
teacher. (Imagine two years with Zig sitting beside
you, giving you advice.) -

So Zig began developing the scripted programs,
to help ease the pain and reduce the time involved in
the apprenticeship process. At least the trainee had
acleareridea of what was expected. In the earlydays
of the Follow Through implementation, DI was not
taught in a university teacher training program. All
the training occurred at the Follow Through school
sites. One of the reasons the DI team moved to the
University of Oregon was to have the opportunity to
bring DI into the university teacher training pro-




gram. Today, to learn the specific DI programs at the
University of Oregon, students take a special
prachcum, where an intensive apprenticeship model
is still in place. Students attend a few days of work-
shop training where they learn about the design of
the scripted programs and practice using them. The
students then teach alongside master DI teachers out
in the local schools and receive further supervision
from graduate students learning supervision skills.

Developing this model at the University of Or-
egon required the cooperative effort of a lot of people.

Mary Gleason describes the important features of the -

supervision aspect of themodel on pages 12-13. This
supervision model is designed to teach teachers how
to go beyond reading the program scripts by rote to
analyzing their own teaching by close observation
and precise response to student behavior. In this
model the supervisor identifies a specific student
behavior, usually a behavior that presents some kind
of problem for learning, and thenindicates the teach-
ing behavior that would correct the problem. The
supervisor can actually model for the teacher trainee
how the new teaching behavior will remove the
problem behavior within a team-teaching format.

Over time many other universities have incorpo-
rated DI into their teacher training. Sometimes this
happens through the efforts of one single individual,
without the luxury of a cooperative team of people
such as was formed at the University of Oregon. In
this context, an apprenticeship model is difficult to
develop. Many college-course models of DI training
have developed in which a professor tries to accom-
plish all the training in the framework of a college
course, without the luxury of a coordinated practice-
teaching experience for the students. _

The research presented in thisissue deals w1th the
problems involved in getting teachers to implement

- DI with fidelity. The studies come from a variety of

perspectives representing the needs of consultants
working directly in schools and of college instructors

‘working with or without the luxury of a DIpractcum.

In spite of the different contexts from which theideas
for solutions come, the findings have relevance for
all these service providers.

Smith and McKinney (pages 14-20) have actually
gone into the classrooms of 83 teachers to see how
well these teachers applied what they had learned
from high quality DI workshops Those who have
been to an ADI conference know the nature of the
workshop training these teachersreceived. The train-

_ ing sessions are not like the usual sit-and-listen ses-

sions commonly found at most conferences. Teach-

. ers busily practice teaching formats and learn the

sequence of lessons in the specific programs that

they plan to teach. The training sessions are fairly
standard from place toplace across presenters. Most
training sessions follow the model established by
Zig years ago.

- In their descnptwe study, Smith and McKm.ney
identified the specific behaviors that teachers ap-
plied well in the classroom and the ones that gave
them more trouble. Smith and McKinney's findings
have implications for workshop presenters. For ex-
ample, the way teachers reinforce students in the
classroom was. mentioned as a major problem, and
typically, this is a topic that receives less attention in

- the program training sessions. The teaching behav-

jors related to effective reinforcement are generally
taught in separate sessions. However, teachers get-
ting the program training may not have an opportu-
nity to pet the behavior management training, so, of
course, they would not learn these skills. Perhapsby
designing the program training to include practice
with reinforcement, teachers would use reinforce-
ment better in the classroom.

Coulter and Grossen (pages 21-35) evaluated two
models of on-site supervision. They compared the
Gleason and Engelmann model (described by
Gleason) of in-class feedback with the more tradi-
tional supervisory model of after-class feedback, in
which the supervisor takes notes while the trainee is
teaching and gives feedback after the lesson is over. -
In-class feedback resulted in faster and better acqui-
sition of new DI teaching behaviors. In this study,
the workshop training was purposefully made weak
to ensure that the teacher subjects would need super-
vision. Combining strong workshop training with
in-class feedback should result in highly prof1c1ent
teachers. with even .fewer coaching sessions than
were required in this study.

Peck, Williams, Barretto and Lane (pages 36-45)
evaluate the effectiveness of simulation and self-
evaluation using videotapes. These strategies could
improve a college course training program, espe-
cially when no supervised practicum experience is
available.

Marchand-Martella and Lignugaris/Kraft (pages
46-57) evaluate the reliability of an observation form.
The more that observation skills can be systematized
into forms that can be reliably used by a variety of
people, the better able other less qualified personnel
will be to assist each other in developing proficiency.
The increasing number of DI implementations will
put a great strain on the limited number of highly
qualified supervisors available. The field needs pro-
cedures such as these that enable new persormel to
effectively coach one another.

Bonnie Grossen, Editor
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Delivering Feedback on Teaching
Performance to Improve Student
- Instruction:
Looking for Methods in Hopes of
Avoiding Madness

Robert L. Morgan
Utah State University

Abstract: Effectively communicating data-based information to strengthen skills of teacher trainees
does not command extensive attention in most teacher training programs (Salzberg & Morgan, 1995).
Yet, this communication skill can be valuable in establishing a teacher’s ability to supervise

PERSPCETIVES

paraprofessionals and other classroom personnel, and ultimately, in improving classroom instruc-
tion. This article examines the need for supervision and guidelines for delfvering feedback described .

- in the teacher training literature.

“ recall “Rachel,” a staff member who worked ata
local residential facility for youth with severe
disabilities. Rachel had extraordinary initiative and
a drive to teach individuals with disabilities. She
displayed a keen sensitivity to their needs. Rou-
tinely, Rachel implemented pro grams with youth to
teach functional academic, independent living, and
community skills. With minimal observation and
feedback from me, Rachel developed into an excep-
tional trainer. Predictably, she would return to me
for the next training program in sequence, describ-
ing how learners had mastered skills under her
tutelage. I convinced Rachel to enter a teacher edu-
cation program to pursue a career in special educa-
tion. Soon, Rachel emerged with her bachelor's de-
gree, hotly pursued by local school districts.
During her first year as a teacher, Rachel returned
to me to discuss a significant problem that she had
encountered. It seemed that she was supervising
several paraprofessionals and university practicum
students and was concerned that her supervision
skills were sorely lacking. Rachel was well-versed in
how to collect data on an instructor’s performance,
e.g., getting a student’s attention, presenting infor-
mation, praising success, correcting errors, etc. How-
ever, when she attempted to apply these skills to
improve the instructional performance of parapro-
fessionals and practicum students, she experienced
considerable problems in communicating the infor-
mation. For whatever reasons, the paraprofession-
als and practicum students had difficulty receiving
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the information. In some cases, they flatly rejected
her feedback. In other cases, they misunderstood
whatRachel was trying to communicate. At first, the
emergence of this problem surprised me because I
considered Rachel an exemplary teacher with im-

peccable skills.

In the teacher education program,
faculty had delivered feedback to refine
Rachel’s teaching behavior, but facul ty
had neglected to teach her how to
observe and deliverfeedbackto others.

It became clear to Rachel and me that while her
own skills had been shaped using observation and.
feedback procedures, Rachel had had little opportu-
nity to observe and provide feedback to others dur-
ing her preservice training. Now that she was trying
to use these procedures with classroom personrel
under her supervision, Rachel was discovering, in a
clumsy way, a set of new, unfamiliar behaviors.
Being on the receiving end of supervisor’s feedback
had no functional equivalence with being on the
“giving end.” In the teacher education program,
faculty had delivered feedback to refine Rachel's
teaching behavior, but faculty had neglected to teach
her how to observe and deliver feedback to others.

Clearly, teacher education programs must de-




velop both instructional and feedback skilis of their
teacher trainees. In many respects, these are mutu-
ally exclusive, yet critical, sets of skills. Indeed, both
reflect on the quality of instruction delivered to
students.

The Importance of Feedback in Field-
Based Supervision of Classroom
Personnel

The teacher education literature is replete with
information on supervision and evaluation of class-
room personnel (e.g., Demchak & Browder, 1987;
Millman & Darling-Hammond, 1990; Pickett &

Gerlach, 1997). The articles that follow in this issue _

of Effective School Practices contribute to the supervi-

-sion and evaluation literature in a substantial way.

Collectively, they represent important empirical in-
vestigations on specific target skills related to super-
vision and evaluation. Gleason (pages 12-13) pre-
sents a theory of supervision. Smith and McKinney
(pages 14-20) document the extent to which teachers

- are able to apply new teaching behaviors learned in

a workshop setting to the classroom. Coulter and
Grossen (pages 21-35) examine the effects of differ-
ent forms of feedback on teaching performance.

 Peck, Williams, Barretto, and Lane (pages 36-45)
‘also investigate effects of feedback variations on

measures of teaching efficacy, acceptability, and

* . costefficiency. Marchand-Martella and Lignugaris/
. Kraft (pages 46-57) analyze the reliability of an ob-
- servation instrument for assessing preservice trainee

| -performance.

 Effective feedback is considered

essential in field-based supervision
- because it relates directly to
" improvement of student instruction.

Some teachers do not receive adequate training in

E ~ following established protocols for delivering feed-

back (Beynon, 1991). Although teachers and teacher
trainees can observe the performance of classroom

- personnel and apply evaluation methodologies,

translating the data and communicating it in an
effective way involves a set of behaviors that teacher
training programs often neglect (Salzberg & Mor-
gan, 1995).

McLaughlin and Pieifer (1988) define feedback as
the process of giving back information for the pur-
pose of bringing about a change in the behavior of
the person receiving it. They note that feedback
must be directed towards assisting “the receiver” (i.

e., the educator whose performance is being evalu-
ated) in meeting standards for delivery of effective -
instruction. Characteristics of effective feedback in-
clude (a) timeliness, (b) specificity, (c) credibility of
the source of feedback, and (d) clarity of purpose
(McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1988). Effective feedback is
considered essential in field-based supervision be-
cause it relates directly to improvement of student
instruction (French, 1997; Pfeiffer & Jones, 1987).

Feedback Skills Identified as Competencies

The Council for Exceptional Children identified
“direction of classroom paraprofessionals” as one of
several competencies required of beginning special
education teachers (Swan & Sirvis, 1992). This com-
petency area includes effective communication, col-
laboration, and team-building skills (Blalock, 1991;
Morsmk Thomas, & Correa, 1991). Essential to these
skill areas is the teacher's ability to communicate
information tostrengthen performance of classroom
personnel.

Teachers must communicate the
findings of their observations to
classroom personnel in a way that
establishes their credibility, focuses on
quality ideas, provides depth of
information, encourages changes in
performance, and offers suggestions
useful in improving instruction.

Feedback Components .

Stiggins and Duke (1988) developed a 55-item
assessment called the Teacher Evaluation Profile
Questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed to
identify mostimportant attributes of quality teacher
evaluations. Items were selected for the assessment -
by teacher evaluators. Based ona survey of teachers,
the authors found five questionnaire items that cor-
related most positively with teachers’ ratings of
high quality evaluations. These items were (a) the
credibility of the evaluator as a source of feedback,
(b) the quality of ideas contained in the feedback, (c)
the “depth” of feedback information, (d) the persua-
siveness of the evaluator’s rationale, and (e) the
usefulness of the evaluator’s suggestions. Credibil-
ity and quality, according to the authors, were estab-
lished based on the supervisor’s recognition and
knowledge of technical aspects of teaching. Depth
was a function of the specificity of information com-
municated during the evaluation. Persuasiveness

EFFECTIVE SCHOOL Pracrices, 16(4), Far, 1997 7



rubw

was based on a clear rationale regarding why the
information was communicated and how it related
to standards or goals. Usefulness pertained to the
practicality of implementing the feedback.

Feedback as Communication of Observation
Data

The survey findings of Stiggins and Duke (1988)
suggested that quality evaluations were related to
effective feedback. Their identification of five im-
portant questionnaire items will be reexamined be-
low in relation to communicating observational data.
In this article, I will assert that teachers must com-
municate the findings of their observations to class-
room personnel in a way that establishes their cred-
ibility, focuses on quality ideas, provides depth of
information, encourages changes in performance,
and offers suggestions useful in improving instruc-
tion.

But how do teachers communicate data-based
observations to classroom personnel? How do teach-
ers like Rachel translate the data on the observation
instrument into improved instructional performance
by her classroom staff? Let’s examine these ques-
tions by describing seven effective feedback guide-
lines for communicating data-based information.

. 1) Ensure that the purpose of the feedback is clear.
McLaughlin and Pfeifer (1988) asserted that an im-
portant component of effective feedback was to frame
the information in relation to its purpose. For ex-
ample, let’s say a teacher such as Rachel provides
feedback to one of her classroom paraprofessionals
during a small group reading activity. The parapro-
fessional fails to use the appropriate error correction
procedure with a student (Alicia) who incorrectly
identifies the word “note” as “not.” Rachel says,
“You need to correct all student errors,” but the
feedback lacks a statement of rationale. Indeed, the
feedback may invite defensive responses (“Butldo
correct all student errors”). Rachel could communi-
cate more effectively by saying, “Youneed to correct
all student errors so that students do not practice
saying words the wrong way. In this case, you should
immediately correct the error by saying, “Alicia, this
word is note, What word?"”

2) Communicate data-based observations in relation
to standards. Teachers’ reasons for communicating
informationregarding the performance of classroom
personnel are usually to compare or contrast data

- withsome standard of performance (Stiggins & Duke,

1988). In the course of managing classrooms, teach-
ers must communicate both performance that
matches/exceeds the standard and performance that
deviates from it. Consistent with effective teaching
practice, teachers would be well advised to provide
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frequent positive feedback to classroom personnel
when they match or exceed a standard. Positive
feedback to classroom personnel should far exceed
the frequency of corrective feedback. In the hypo-
thetical situation above, Rachel should make a point
to recognize those occasions when the paraprofes-
sional corrects errors in the acceptable way. How-
gver, Rachel needs to be prepared to discuss the
paraprofessional’s instructional activities in rela-
tion to preset standards. If the paraprofessional re-
sponds to Rachel by saying, “I correct most errors; I
just skipped one, that’s all,” Rachel may want to
point out that, “The program requires that we imme-
diately correct all student errors, so Ineed for you to
catch them when they occur.”

Positive feedback to classroom
personnel should far exceed the
frequency of corrective feedback.

3) Use “L” not “you™ statements. Literature on’

assertive communication emphasizes the importance
of using “I” statements (Alberti & Emmons, 1970).

- Using statements that start with “I” and “I need”

clearly communicate one’s expectatlons Using state-
ments replete with “you” instead of “I” point the
finger at the other person and invite a defensive,
even aggressive, response. In Rachel’s situation, she
may have evoked a defensive response from the

" paraprofessional had she said, “You didn’t correct

Alicia’s error when she said ‘not’ instead of ‘note.’
You need to remember to correct all errors.” The
paraprofessional may have retorted, “But I did cor-
rect Alicia’s errors,” or, “I corrected most of themn.”
“You” statements place the focus on the persons
involved (in this case, the teacher and the receiver of
feedback), instead of placing the focus on the action
(in this case, error corrections). Rachel might com-
municate more effectively by saying, “Ineed for you
to correct all of Alicia’s errors. I noticed on one
occasion she said ‘not’ instead of ‘note.’ I really think
this is an important priority.”

4) Because any behavior changeis difficult, the teacher
should try to understand and empathize with the person’s
situation. Any time a teacher provides corrective
feedback, it places the receiver in a position of vul-
nerability. The receiver’s performance has, in the
evaluation of the teacher, missed the mark. By offer-
ing an empathetic statement, the teacher demon-
strates that sheis sensitive to the receiver’s situation
and has some experience with similar challenges. At
the outset, Rachel might have offered, “I know it's
tough to run that reading group. And you‘ve got




three kids who are really struggling with reading
right now.” Statements such as these allow both the
teacher and receiver to explore problems as part-
ners. In the example above, the paraprofessional
may confirm Rachel’s observation (“Yeah, I'm really
having a hard time”), then both can start to explore
how to deal with student behavior and instructional
methods.

Some teachers seem to have problems
communicating data-based information
‘as it relates to student activity, yet itis
exactly this specific information that
convinces receivers that their
performance must change.

5) Communicate data-based observations in relation
to effects on student instruction. In a nationwide sur-
vey, Morgan, Mattson, & Salzberg (in preparation)
found that many inservice teachers consider com-
munication of data-based observations stressful. One
teacher respondent commented that she could “tell
the paraprofessional that hisinstructions were vague
and unclear,” but that she found it intimidating to
tell him that, “on three consecutive occasions when
you told the student to ‘justdoit” he quit responding
in the group exercise.” Some teachers seem to have
problems communicating data-based information
as it relates to student activity, yet it is exactly this
specific information that convinces receivers that
their performance must change. Conversely, pro-
viding information about positive performarce and
its relationship to student activity reinforces the
skills of classroom personnel. For example, Rachel
might have communicated her observations of the
paraprofessional’s performance this way:

Tim, I really liked the way you praised stu-
dents in the reading group. Even though
they're struggling with reading, they're re-
ally putting forth the effort. I thought your
praise focused their attention and gave them
confidence. I think you could be even more
effective with your praise. Here’s what I ob-
served. I counted 16 praise statements to
individual students. Next time, I'd like for
you to maintain the rate of praisebut give the
students specific information about what
you're praising. For example, you might say,
“Nice work, Aaron! You pronounced all the
words correctly, and there were some tough
ones in this story.”

6) Communicate specific information about perfor-
mance changes that should oceur. Teachers should
describe through verbal statements, demonstrations,
or other methods the specific performance standard
that classroom personnel must meet. Also, teachers
need to specify the performance criterion, and the
time frame for meeting it. McLaughlin and Pfeifer
(1988) emphasize the importance of specificity in
feedback:

Whereas interpretationsmay be disputed, data
closely tied to the observation or event allow
individuals® to draw their own
conclusions...specificity of evaluative feed-
back encourages open, constructive
confrontation and can defuse the defensive-
ness that often makes teachers unwilling to
hear an evaluator’s comments. (p. 48)

If Rachel observes that a paraprofessional consis-
tently arrives late each morning, she could say, “I
need you hereon time” but she fails to communicate
the standard that she expects classroom personnel
to meet. The change in performance that Rachel
expects and the standard she wants the paraprofes-
sional to meet are both communicated in this state-
ment: “I need you here by 8:30 a.m. or earlier each
day for, say, the next 10 school days in a row.”

In-class feedback allows receivers to
practice recommended alternatives
immediately, making in-class feedback
more effective and efficient than after-
class feedback.

7) Whenever possible, teachers must observe and de-
liver feedback on those occasions when the recefver can
practice the recommended alternative. Unfortunately,
in many classroom situations, teachers describerec-
ommended alternatives when receivers haveno sub-
sequent practice opportunities. For instance, teach-
ers may communicate recommendations at the con-
clusion of academic periods when students go to
their next classes. Consistent with established teach-
ing methods, practice opportunities should imme-
diately follow delivery of feedback. In this issue,
Coulter and Grossen (pages 21-35) investigate dif- -
ferences in teaching performance as a function of in-
class versus after-class feedback. In-class feedback
allows receivers to practice recommended alterna-
tives immediately, making in-class feedback more

effective and efficient than after-class. feedback." C
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- Coulter and Grossen’s results confirm that all seven
teacher trainees acquired specific teaching behav-
iors more rapidly with in-class feedback than with
after-class feedback.

Other Guidelines to Consider When Delivering,
.- Feedback

Duke and Stiggins (1986) descrlbe several i impor-

tant guidelines when delivering feedback. All guide-

- lines suggest that teachers must gauge the response
of the receiver. First, teachers must assess how much
feedback to deliver at any given time. Too much
information can be overwhelming. Teachers are
advised to establish priority areas as they deliver
feedback to receivers and move to lesser priority
areas as higher ones are successfully met.

Second, teachers should communicate recommen-
dations in ways that individual receivers will un-
derstand. Teachers must consider the age, culture,
gender, and individual characteristics of the receiver.

Third, teachers need to examine issues related to
the frequency of the feedback. Even if the feedback
is overwhelmingly positive, frequent feedback to
one receiver or feedback that is disproportionate to
the quantity of feedback received by other class-

' room personnel, may have diminished effects.

Fourth, teachers should gauge the timing and
method for delivering feedback. While classroom
personnel should not practice incorrect or ineffec-
tive instructional procedures, feedback should be
delivered when explicit models and descriptions
can be provided. Teachers might want to demon-
strate or arrange role-play activities when correct-

“ing performance of classroom personnel, then ob-
serve subsequent performance. Unfortunately, these
feedback procedures often cannot be built into on-
going classroom activities. In this issue, Peck, Will-
itams, Barretto, and Lane (pages 36-45) examine the
use of videotaped feedback and self-evaluation as
teacher trainees conduct Direct Instruction reading
sessions in simulation. They investigate the efficacy,
acceptability, and cost efficiency of this form of
feedback in comparison to a supervisor’s on-site
classroom training. Their findings indicate that vid-
eotaped feedback and self-evaluation were as effec-
tive as on-site classroom training. Peck et al. discuss
issues related to these findings, including supervi-
sion time, travel, arranging media equipment, and
participant satisfaction.

. French (1997) identifies many of the guidelines

described above, and lists additional ones. She notes

.that feedback should be descriptive rather than judg-
mental and should be directed toward performance,
not toward ‘the personal characteristics of the re-
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practicum student performance. That is, observers”

ratings lacked reliability. In this issue, Marchand- . '.

Martella and Lignugaris /Kraft (pages 46-57) exam-
ine the reliability of a Direct Instruction observation

instrument, and report results indicating high levels - :
of agreement between university supervisors and . - !

trained cooperating teachers. They discuss the find-
ings in relafion to recruiting and training cooperat-
ing teachers as independent supervisors of pracicum
students.

Development of Feedback Skills in

Preservice Training
Teacher educators have described problems associ-
ated with developing feedback skills of preservice

teachers (Guyton & McIntyre, 1990; Salzberg &

Morgan, 1995; Vasa & Steckelberg, 1993). Preservice
trainees are on the receiving end of feedback; they
rarely have opportunities to deliver it. According to

Salzbergand Morgan’s (1995) review of the preservice

teacher education literature, few university courses

addressed supervision at the preservice level. .

Preservice trainees need opportunities to develop
feedback skills through supervision of paraprofes-
sionals during student teaching, simulations of su-

- pervision, and other formats (ngnuga.ns/Kraft &

Marchand-Marte]la, 1993).

Application of Feedback Skllls in

Inservice Training
1f trammg opportunities are limited at the
preservice level, then feedback should be a priority
topic of inservice training (French & Pickett, in press;
Pickett, 1997). French (1994) characterized inservice

'’

teachers as “reluctant supervisors,”

scribed above. Inservice training has the advantage
of focusing on specific, ongoing supervision issues

or targeting existing problems. Instead of preservice -

training in which skills may be applied at some
point in a teacher’s future career activities, inservice
training addresses skills that can be directly applied
in the classroom. Morgan et al. (in press) is develop-
ing one such supervision training program for

inservice teachers. Supervision problems (e. g., dis- -

agreements among team members, refusal to carry

out assignments) and potential solutions are de- -

I would add one additional guldeh.ne feedback .
regarding teaching performance should be consis- - !
tent across observers. Lack of reliability across ob-
servers can be problematic. For example, Browning.
(1988) reported low correlations between university. = :
supervisors’ and teacher supervisors’ ratings of - |

in large part
because they lacked the communication skills de-

i
I
i
i
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Coulter and Grossen’s results confirm that all seven
teacher trainees acquired specific teaching behav-
iors more rapidly with in-class feedback than with
after-class feedback.

Other Guidelines to Consider When Delivering

.. Feedback

Duke and Stiggins (1986) describe several impor-

 tant guidelines when delivering feedback. All guide-
- lines suggest that teachers must gauge the response

of thereceiver. First, teachers must assess how much
feedback to deliver at any given time. Too much
information can be overwhelming. Teachers are
advised to establish priority areas as they deliver
feedback to receivers and move to lesser priority
areas as higher ones are successfully met.

Second, teachers should communicate recommen-
dations in ways that individual receivers will un-
derstand. Teachers must consider the age, culture,
gender, and individual characteristics of the receiver.

Third, teachers need to examine issues related to
the frequency of the feedback. Even if the feedback
is overwhelmingly positive, frequent feedback to

- one receiver or feedback that is disproportionate to

the quantity of feedback received by other class-

" room personnel, may have diminished effects.

Fourth, teachers should gauge the timing and
method for delivering feedback. While classroom
personnel should not practice incorrect or ineffec-
tive instructional procedures, feedback should be
delivered when explicit models and descriptions
can be provided. Teachers might want to demon-
strate or arrange role-play activities when correct-
ing performance of classroom personnel, then ob-
serve subsequent performance. Unfortunately, these
feedback procedures often cannot be built into on-
going classroom activities. In this issue, Peck, Will-
iams, Barretto, and Larne (pages 36-45) examine the
use of videotaped feedback and self-evaluation as

"-teacher trainees conduct Direct Instruction reading

sessions in simulation. They investigate the efficacy,
acceptability, and cost efficiency of this form of
feedback in comparison to a supervisor’s on-site
classroom training. Their findings indicate that vid-
eotaped feedback and self-evaluation were as effec-
tive as on-site classroom training. Peck et al. discuss
issues related to these findings, including supervi-

-sion time, travel, arranging media equipment, and
' participant satisfaction.

French (1997) identifies many of the guidelines

" described above, and lists additional ones. Shenotes
that feedback should be descriptive rather thanjudg-

mental and should be directed toward performance,
not toward the personal characteristics of the re-
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ceiver. : : :
1 would add one additional guideline: feedback
regarding teaching performance should be consis-

‘tent across observers. Lack of reliability across ob- - .

servers can be problematic. For example, Browning.

(1988) reported low correlations between university. - :

supervisors’ and teacher supervisors’ ratings of

practicum student performance. That is, observers” o
ratings lacked reliability. In this issue, Marchand-

Martella and Lignugaris/Kraft (pages 46-57) exam-
ine the reliability of a Direct Instruction observation
instrument, and report results indicating highlevels
of agreement between university supervisors and . -
trained cooperating teachers. They discuss the find-
ings in relation to recruiting and training cooperat-
ing teachers as independent supervisors of practicum
students.

Development of Feedback Skills in
Preservice Training
Teacher educators have described problems associ-
ated with developing feedback skills of preservice
teachers (Guyton & Mcntyre, 1990; Salzberg & -
Morgan, 1995; Vasa & Steckelberg, 1993). Preservice
trainees are on the receiving end of feedback; they
rarely have opportunities to deliver it. According to
Salzbergand Morgan's (1995) review ofthe preservice
teacher education literature, few university courses
addressed supervision at the preservice level.
Preservice trainees need opportunities to develop
feedback skills through supervision of paraprofes-
sionals during student teaching, simulations of su-

. pervision, and other formats (Lignugaris/Kraft &

Marchand-Martella, 1993).

Application of Feedback Skills in
Inservice Training -
If training opportunities are limited at the
preservice level, then feedback should be a priority
topic of inservice training (French & Pickett, in press;
Pickett, 1997). French (1994) characterized inservice
teachers as “reluctant supervisors,” in large part
because they lacked the communication skills de-
scribed above. Inservice training has the advantage
of focusing on specific, ongoing supervision issues
or targeting existing problems. Instead of preservice
training in which skills may be applied at some .
point in a teacher’s future career activities, inservice
training addresses skills that can be directly applied
in the classroom. Morgan et al. (in press) is develop-
ing one such supervision training program for
inservice teachers. Supervision problems (e. g., dis-
agreements among team members, refusal to carry .
out assignments) and potential solutions are de--




scribed ina print manual. Teachers then watch video
situations depicting supervision problems, discuss
and role play potential solutions, and reflect on their
own experience. Field test data indicate that this

program is effective in increasing teachers’ supervi-’

sion skills.

: Summary
Like Rachel, some teachers discover that effective
teaching involves a host of interpersonal behaviors

that extend far beyond instructional skills with stu--

dents. The problems they encounter leave them look-

ing for effective supervision methods. Others at-
" tempt to avoid what appears to be “supervision
madness.” Teachers must communicate their obser-
vations in ways that solidify relationships with class-
room perseonnel, not imperil them. Teachers' com-
munications should be data-based, specific, based
on standards, and related to student instruction. @
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Focus on Student Performance—
- The Key to Effective Supervision

Mzuy Gleason
University of Oregon

premise of the Direct Instruction Model is that
/A\ all children can be taught if they are prov1ded
with adequate instruction. The role of the supervi-
sor is to help the teacher provide adequate instruc-
tion, so it follows that if the supervisor helps the
teacher, the supervisor has helped the children tobe
taught. The measuring stick of the teacher’s success,
and of the supervisor’s, is the academic success of
the children. Supervisors must monitor teacher
performance, and their own, by monitoring sl-udent
performance

Supervisors must monitor teacher
performance, and their own, by
monitoring student performance.

Many supervisors and administrators feel that
they must approach a teacher’s classroom armed
with data forms. Data forms tend to be written only
in terms of teacher behaviors, not in terms of child
performance. Some supervisors get sidetracked.
The ultimate focus of the supervisor’s observation
should be student learning. In monitoring student

. learning as well as teacher performance, data forms

are useful tools, but should not be the superv1sor 5
only tool.

In classrooms where Direct Instruction Programs
are being taught, the supervisor or administrator
has two expectations (1) students will cover a lesson
a day in each Direct Instruction program, and (2)
students will perform at a high success level. These
two expectations represent the outcomes the super-
visor is looking for. All observations in the class-
room are ultimately concerned with whether these
two expectations are being met. (These statements
do not deny that we also want the children to be
having fun and to feel good about learning.)

If the observations yield the information that
children are learning and at an acceptable rate, the
supervisor has reason to reinforce the teacher. If, on
the other hand, the children are not being taught as

‘well as they could be, the supervisor offers practical
suggestions for change. Effective teacher change

equals improvement in student performance.
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What a Supervisor Looks For

Time allocated. First, the supervisor should look at
the teaching schedule to make sure that enough time
has been allocated to be able to do a lesson a’'day.
Children will not complete DISTAR Reading 1 in one
year if the teacher allows 20 minutes a day for the
program. If a particular group of children can t get
firm on a lesson in one day, the teacher may have to
schedule another period of teaching time for that
group. :
Lessons covered. After the supervisor has checked
the teaching schedule, he/she should help theteacher
design a way to keep track of how many lessons are
being covered. One way is to keep track of the lesson,
gain of each group on a weekly basis. For each
group, the teacher would write down the number of
the lesson worked on that day. At the end of the
week, the teacher would write in the total number of
lessons covered that week (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
Week 1 _
Mon Tues Wed. Thur Fri Gain

53 54 55 55 56 - 4

- Appropriateplacement, The supervisorshould check
for appropriate placement of the group. The chil- -
dren should always be performing at a high enough
success level that they can feel good about working
hard. When children are “over their heads,” they
have difficulty staying ontask and the teacher spends
too much time correcting and firming.

The supervisor can check for a high success level
in a number of ways: (1) by looking at the results of
acriterion-referenced test for each child in the group
to see if each child is performing between 80% and
100%, or {2) by taking data on students’ oral re-
sponses during instruction, looking for 80% orhigher
on first time responses {(correct responses after a
correction don’t count) and checking students’ inde-
pendent work performance, looking for 80% or higher
on worksheets, and 97% or higher on oral reading.
The supervisor can continue to use these procedures

‘to monitor whether students are being moved on to

new lessons before they have mastered the material.




When the students are “over their heads,” they
should be moved back to a lesson where they can be
more successful.

Physical arrangement. The supervisor should check
for physical arrangements, organization of materi-
als, and use of time that enhance the teacher’s ability
to teach well. Are all children seated so they can see
the teacher and the material used for presentation?
Are the lowest performers sitting closest to the
teacher? Are the teacher’s materials close by and
organized so that no time is wasted in transition
from task to task?

Frequent responises. The supervisor: should look to
see if the teacher is getting frequent responses from
the children. The supervisor can check response
rate (pacing) by doing the following: During a five-
minute period, make cone tally point each time the
students respond orally. Divide the number of
tallies by 5. A response rate of 2 to 7 responses per
minute means the teacher is talking too much going,
too slowly, or is somehow wasting time. Approxi-

mately 10 responses per minute indicated an effec-

tive response rate.

Student errors. The supervisor should watch the
children. He/she should pay attention to student
errors and what the teacher does to “firm” the
children’s skills. It is possible for a Direct Instruc-
tion teacher to “look” technically perfect and still

have children who are not firm. The teacher’s pac- -

ing is great; the signals are precise, and, every time
an error is made, the teacher does a correction;
however, the teacher allows the children to move on
to the next lesson while they are working at a 60%
success level.

~ This type of teacher can fool an unsuspecting
supervisor who watches the teacher’s presentation
and forgets to attend to the children’s performance.
This teacher needs as much help as the teacher who
has poor signals. The supervisor should watch for
the following: Does the teacher stop at each error

and immediately tell the answer? After telling the

answer, does the teacher repeat the missed task so
the children can try again? Does the teacher go on to

something else and then come back to the missed

task to see if the students can perform correctly

following a delay? Does the teacher repeat the

format that students made errors on before going to

the next format? Does the teacher check all written
work and provide a correction for each item that is

missed? .

Student errors also occur because of the teacher’s
presentation skills. When a supervisor sees student
errors, the supervisor must try to determine if the
errors are caused by poor signals, inappropriate,
thinking time, or other teacher behaviors.

- On-task behavior. The supervisor should check
whether all students are working all the time and
whether the teacher takes steps to teach students to
attend and work hard. When the teacher is asking
for unison responses, the supervisor must watch to
see if all students are answering and if they are
answering together.

For those who are just beginning to use the Direct
Instruction moedel.of supervision, perhaps you can
get started by using a simple checklist (seeFigure2).
And remember, keep your eye on the kids.

Figure 2

What to look for in a Direct Instruction classroom.
Time allocation for each group.

Amount of content covered.

Appropriate placement:

- Physical arrangement, organization of materials.
Smooth, rapid transitions

Frequent responses.

Student errors

On-task behavior.

0N U R W N R
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The Impaet of DI Workshop Training
in the Classrooms

G. A. Smith
‘Delaware Department of Education

Paul McKinney
J/P Associates

Abstract: Generalization.across settings and- time is an impartant consideration when designing
inservice training for teachers. On-site supervised practice or “coaching” is an important consider-
ation shown to enhance the transfer from one-shot training. This study sought to determine which
behaviors considered important in the delivery of Direct Instruction programs presented the most
challenge to transfer. Findings of this five-year study revealed signaling, pacing, firnting, error
correction, and reinforcement of correct responding as behaviors most drfﬁeul t for teachers to acquire

- from workshop trammg

—l he lack of generalization across settings, specifi-
I cally from workshop to classroom, should come
as no surprise to teacher trainers. Traditional
inservice training for teachers typically consists of

“attending a lecture or demonstration in a setting

other than the classroom. Although the “aware-
ness” level of participants increases, application of
the new information remains limited at best (Axelrod,
Moyer, & Berry, 1990; Showers, Joyce, & Bennett,
1987).

Generalization across time appears to fare no
better as attrition of new skills has been observed, in
some cases as much as 85% within three weeks of
training (Fox, 1989). Indeed, generalization mustbe
programmed directly if transfer and retention are to

. occur, otherwise training ends only with the hope

that new skills will shift to the classroom and endure
over time (Axelrod et al., 1990; Showers et al., 1987;
Stokes & Bear, 1977).

Generalization may be limited further by the ex-

tent and quality of post-training supervision. Prin-

cipals and/or supervisors generalty do not dedicate -

sufficient time to being instructional leaders, much
less to following up on inservice training their staff
receive (Southern Regional Education Board, 1986).

Besides infrequent visits to classrooms, mostly to

conduct required teacher evaluations, the feedback

‘from principals is often considered perfunctory in
nature (Axelrod etal., 1990; Sparks & Loucks-Horsley,

1989).

Inspite of these problems, investigations address-
ing the transfer of training have yielded some prom-
ising alternatives. A study by Berman and
McLaughlin (1978) reported that most staff develop-
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ment programs affecting teacher behavior in a posx—
tive manner were spaced over time, a finding cor- ,
roborated by other studies on effective training (e.g.,
Miller, Harris, & Watanabe, 1991; Sparks, 1983).
Changing one-shot training may be beyond the

' control of teachers and principals, since scheduling

is often determined by presenters and school calen-
dars. Some researchers, however, have recently
shown ways of making inservice training more ef-
fective, even if it is not “chunked” or spaced over
time (e.g., McLaughlin, 1990; Showers et al., 1987).
Two procedures shown to be effective are worthy of
note.

First, the way training is designed seems very
important. Showers et al. 1987) recommend four
components to enhance generalization, specifically,
theory, demonstration, practice and feedback. Pro-
viding a theoretical backdrop for the information
presented appears necessary but not as significant
as observing demonstrations and practicing new
techniques while receiving feedback from the pre-
senter (Showers et al., 1987).

Second, in add.luon to appropnately des1gned
training, sustained supervised practice is alsoneces-
sary. Once training outside the classroom has con-
cluded, practice on trained content needs to be su-
pervised by qualified experts. It appears that main-
taining newly acquired skills is a function of super-
vised practice, especially modeling and in-class train-
ing. Joyce and Showers (1982) refer to this proce-
dure as “coaching.”

. Much training on the use of Direct Instruction
(DI) materials is conducted in one-shot workshops.
Trainees are typically provided a theoretical frame-




work, demonstrations (models), guided practice and .
immediate feedback: Trainees are returned to their

respective classrooms with the hope that the skills
will be applied there. This study sought to discover
to what extent Delaware teachers trained in the use
of DI programs in one-shot workshops applied the

various aspects of their training. This study also’™

sought to determine which factors appeared to be
the most challenging in terms of transfer and reten-
tion. The study did not attempt to evaluate the
coaching that followed these observations.

Method

Participants

Eighty-three teachers representmg 11 school dis- |

tricts, 16 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, and
4 special schools, all in the State of Deélaware, served

as participants. To be included in the sample each

teacher must (a) receive training on DI materials

~during a four-day summer conference—the sum-
mer workshop was the first time the teachers re-
ceived formal training in DI, and, (b) conduct a D1
lesson in the classroom with an observer present.
Experrence ranged from first-year teachers to veter-
ans of 20 or more years. Nine teachers were elemen-
tary teachers, the rest (74) were spec1al education
teachers.

. Procedures

’

School staff attended a summer DI conference
where they were trained in Reading Mastery, Spelling

Mastery, Distar. Arithmetic, Distar Language, Reason-

ing and Writing, and Corrective Reading, Corrective
Mathematics, or Corrective Spelling. All trainers had
beeri trained and certified by the publisher—Science
Research Associates. '
Following training, each teacher was ‘observed in

- the classroom teaching one of these programs. The

teacher conducted a lesson for 5 to 10 minutes,
during which time two observers recorded strengths
and weaknesses on the observation form developed

for this purpose. Completed forms provided a per-

manent record of the observation and the basis for

_ calcu.latmg interobserver agreement scores.

Teachers were subsequently coached in the teach-
ing behaviors that were weak; however, the coach-
ing activities were not evaluated in this study.

Instrumentation

The recording form had been developed by the
authors for this study and revised after use in vari-
ous classrooms prior to data collection. Target be-
havidrs and definitions are presented in Table 1.
The items selected were based on their relevance to
the training conducted and support from the DI

' Table 1. Target Behaviors Included on Observation Sheet and Their Definitio_ns

Grouping for Instruction:

Seating Arrangements:

Follows Scripts:

Uses Consistent Instructions:

Pacing:
Signaling;:
Wait Time:

Choral Responding:
Response Fluency:
Individual Turns:

Focus:

Student Success Rates:

thmg of Reeponses:
Errer Correction:

Use of Reinforcers:
Teacher Modeling:
Teacher Prompting:

** Establishing and maintaining high accuracy after acquisition.
lA . l ‘Repeating a response until firm following hesitancy. '

Students are grouped on the basis of comparable skills and placement test

‘ results
Students are seated in semicircle, not at desks

Teacher follows scripts in Teacher Guide. - ,
Teacher instructions are consistent with language used in Teacher Gurdes |

*“Lesson is delivered quickly.

Signals follow models provided during training and cue respondmg .‘

- Teacher provides interval after asking a question before signalirig for a
Tesponse. : ' S

Students respond on proper cue. :
Quick and accurate performance of a response by students.

Teacher provides an opportunity for students to make responses individu-
ally.

- Attending to concept being taught or pointed to.

...Errors are immediately corrected as per Teacher Guide.

Reinforcers other than praise are used systematically during instruction.

" Teachers models the correct way of performing a response. =
" Teacher prompts correct responding.
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literature (e.g., Engelmann, 1982; Gersten,
Woodward, & Darch, 1986; Gersten, Carnine, &
Woodward, 1987). Items were also included if they
were of particular interest to the authors and had

. empirical support in behavior analytic literature,
. &g, useof reinforcers and response fluency (Kazdin,
~ 1988). Allitems included were targets of workshop

‘training.

Most of the definitions of items used on the re-
cording form are self-explanatory; a few are notand
deserve further explanation. Focus, for example,
refers to pupil attention, specifically, what the pupil

- is attending to during instruction, and is akin to the

behavioral concept of stimulus control. The item
was recorded as a weakness whenever one or more
pupils attended to something other than the concept
taught or that being pointed to by the teacher. For
example, if a teacher allowed a pupil to look at her
instead of where she was pointing two or more
times, the item was recorded as a weakness. If two
or more pupils engaged in the behavior one or more
times, the item was also recorded.

Grouping for Instruction differs from Seating Ar-
rangements in that grouping refers to the homogene-
ity of the group being taught. The inclusion of one
ormore pupils who failed to keep up with the rest of
the group would result in the item being recorded as
a weakness.

Seating Arrangements, on the other hand, referred
to the physical location of the pupils being taught.
Sometimes students were taught in the prescribed
semi-circle away from their desks as indicated dur-
ing training; sometimes they were not, and simply
stayed at their desks..

Firming was defined as repeated pract1ce of the

correct response whenever a response was tentative -
‘or hesitant. Firming was noted as a weakness when-

ever a teacher accepted tentative responses by a
group or by an individual if that mdwldual engaged
in the behavior more than once.

Fluency, on the other hand, was originally defined
as automatic responding, that is, responding rap-
idly without hesitation. For example, a sentence
that had been read orally and correctly but was
choppy and uncertain would be repeated until firm.
Further practice or overlearning to enhance automa-
ticity or speed was considered ﬂuency If an oral
response was firm but failed to approximate conver-
sational speed, fluency was indicated as a weakness.

A category where a teacher erred only once gen-
erally did not count as a weakness. Only in some

‘cases such as seating or grouping, was a single
_ occurrence recorded as a weakness.
‘Completed observation forms were analyzed for -

inter-observer agreement. A random sample of one
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fourth of the coding sheets was used to determine -
observer reliability by means of the percent-agree- °
ment formula, that is, Agreements/ Agreements + -
Disagreements (Kazdin, 1988). The mean agree-
ment score for the sample was 89.71%, with a arange- 5
of 71% to 100%.

Results

The results of this study are shown in Table 2 I

Summary data for each factor are presented in terms
of the number of teachers not meeting the criteria
and requiring coaching for that target. Also, the
percentages of the sample are indicated for each
factor, as well as percentages based on teacher expe-
rience. The number of years teaching was catego-
rized in one of three ways:

1) teaching DI for less than one year with no more
than 2 years of teaching experience (beginning teach-
ers),

2) teaching DI for one to 2 years with more than
3 years of teaching other programs, and

3) 3 or more years teaching DI in addition to 3 or
more years teaching other programs (veterans), .

Overall, reinforcement used did not
reflect the type that was recommended -
during training, especially in the case
of beginning teachers. Half the veteran’
teachers also had difficulty w1th_
reinforcement.

Approximately two thirds of the teachers ob-
served had no systematic way of reinforcing correct
responding other than praise, mostly in the form of
“good” or “good job.” A few teachers used response-
cost systems, whereby students lost points for incor-
rect responding or misbehavior during the lesson.
Students in these classrooms had no way of earning
points for positive behavior or any way of earning
back the points they had lost. Overall, reinforce-
ment used did not reflect the type that was recom-
mended during training, especially in the case of
beginning teachers. Half the veteran teachers also
had difficulty with reinforcement. -

Discussion :
Generalization across settings and time is an im-
portant consideration when designing inservice train-
ing for teachers and may be enhanced by on-site,
supervised practice as a follow-up to workshop
training. - This study sought to determine which -
variables Zonsidered important in the delivery of -




Table 2. Rank Order of Target Behaviors in Terms of Number of Teachers :lfetslf S:::Sé 53‘::2111:;
Observed and Percent of Sample. : ' a greater importance
Observation Elements Number of Teachers Level of Experience tomotivation thandid
(Target Behaviors) Below Criterion <1 (n=15) 1-2(n=43) 3+ (n=25) | theteachersobserved.
Perhaps these teach-
Reinforcement 56 (67%) 100% 62% 56% ersreally didnotneed
Firming & Fluency 47 (56%) 80% 58% 40% complicated - rein-
Signaling 40 (48%) 60% 48% 40% {;’;?ﬁft‘i‘;tgmﬁe
Firming 38 (45%) 67% 47% 32% o er o maf'ques-
Pacing 34 (40%) 60% 46% 20% tion was not ad-
" Error Correction 29 (34%) 20% 39% 28% dressed by this study
Choral Responding 25 (30%) 46% 23% 32% and remains an em-
Follows Scripts 20 (24%) 40% 23% 16% pirical one. _
Focus * 17 (20%) 26% 18% 20% | hevertieless, rein-
Seating 16 (19%) 26% 16% 20% critical issue primarily
Wait Time 12 (14%) 33% 11% 08% because many teach-
Prompting 12 (14%) 13% 20% 04% ers observedrelied on
Modeling 10 (12%) 0% 18% 08% aversive control such
Fluency 9 (10%) 13% 11% 08% . as response cost. The
Individual Turns 8 (9%) 06% 09% 12% g]‘;’:;rjﬂaglﬁzsc“:
Grouping 7 (8%) 0% 06% 16% teacher whoprovided
Consistentt Instructions 4 (4%) 13% 0% 08% very young childrena
High Success Rates 3 (3%) 13% 0% 04% cup of ediblereinforc-

Direct Instruction programs presented the most chal-
lenge for teachers applying the training. In other
words, in which variables did teachers need further
training once they returned to their classrooms.
Overall, veteran teachers demonstrated less vari-
ance in terms of the number and frequency of cat-
egories targeted for improvement. Beginning teach-
ers needed more feedback across more categories.
Allteachers, however, appear to need in-class coach-
ing on reinforcement, firming, signaling, pacing,

A reason to be optimistic, however, is
the: finding that reinforcement
- improved with experience.

and error correction.

Finding reinforcement the most overlooked vari- -

able was a surprise, given that the sample was com-
posed primarily of special education teachers and

that certification requirements for all these teachers

mandate a course in applied behavior analysis.
Axelrod et al. (1990) have made similar observa-
tions.

It could be argued that this finding was an artifact

ers, noncontingently,
and then proceeded to take them away whenever
the students made an academic error. Regrettably,
these students had no way of earning back the rein-
forcers, even after errors were corrected. (An obser-
vation after coaching indicated this teacher had
changed her ways.)

Other teachers observed in this study relied heavily
on check marks beside a name on the blackboard,
another form of aversive control. Typically, the
check marks were awarded for social misbehavior
and not academic errors. Once again, children had
no way of earning points for good behavior. Success
in DI programs was praised but at low rates. Many
opportunities to praise were missed. A reason tobe
optimistic, however, is the finding that reinforce-
ment improved with experience.

The same can be said about the firming and flu-
ency of responses—that these improve with experi-
ence, but not by much. For firming, beginning
teachers seemed to have more trouble with this
variable than veterans. Data for firming and fluency
were combined in Table 2 to determine if such a
procedure would affect the ranking. It did, but was
not statistically significant. Even though the firm-
ing of hesitant responses was heavily emphasized
during training, the fact that it was targeted for
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improvement so often suggests that follow up coach-
ing/training is needed if ‘teachers are to master
using the programs in a timely fashion.:

Fluency, on the other hand, is much more comph-
cated. In fact, fluency as described by Johnson and
Layng (1992) raises a number of implications be-
yond the scope of this discussion. Suffice it to say
that fluency needs to’be redefined and response

rates (that is, frequency over time) need to be ad--

dressed by teachers seriously wanting their stu-
dents to master the information presented. Accord-
ing to Johnson & Layng (1992), high fluency rates
benefit leamners in a number of ways and should
become a basic educational dar:um along with accu-
racy: and independence. A

- Signaling and pacing also seemed to be in need of
routine in-class coaching. Asexpected, vetéran teach-
ers fared better than beginners. Experience seemed
tohave a positiveimpact on pacing,however, though
this trend was not consistent across other factors.
(For example, beginning teachers seemed todo quite
well wheén if came to’grouping by skill level for
instruction. Seating was more frequently targeted

" for beginning teachers and reflected a reluctance to .

rearrange students for instruction.) Teachers volun-
tarily admitted that seeing the coach work with their
pupils provided them a more effective model than
various methods used during the workshops. More-
over, these teachers indicated that guided practice
on these techniques was very valuable. How valu-
able remains an empirical question because repeat
visitations, though performed for several individu-
als, were not a part of this study.

Following scripts and maintaining program in-
tegrity were better for veterans, as expected, though
choral responding was another surprise. Contrary
to expectations, veterans were weak in this area too.
It seems as though this aspect of the programs re-
mains a challenge for many teachers.

Error correction was not a frequent problem ac-
cording to these data. What the ranking does not
indicateis the nature of the feedback. The definition
did not consider the remediation required after an
error is noted. Typically, those teachers attending to
errors did so without providing a model of the
correct way. They failed to correct many errors,
much less rehearse correct responses until firm. The

- _nature of acceptable responses following error cor-

rection thus remains a need for further research and
teacher training. : :

Focus was an added complication to error correc-
tion. Quite often a student would be corrected

~without necessarily looking at the stimulus mate-

rial. Although the error was corrected, stimulus
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control may.not have been established, especially if
the studentbeing corrected was looking at the teacher
instead of the book. This consideration was often :
overlooked by teachers who, more often than not,
did notunderstand the term “stimulus control.”

Limitations to a study of this nature are the matu- -
ration and history effects thataccrue overa five-year -
period. One particular area concerns the method of :
recording. Target behaviors were noted, though
sometimes after the coaching session was over. The
demands of naturalistic settings may interfere with
prespecified procedures. One way to attenuate this
problem is to provide a second but independent

observer with no other duties. A second observer

may also avoid the potential bias introduced when
discussions after coaching sessions addressed areas
of disagreement. These discussions and the feed-

back from coaching one year appeared to have af-

fected the training in subsequent years. This is not .
necessarily anegative consequence, butitdoes tend |
to confuse the interpretation of results. ;

A second observer, however, would not necessar-

ily do away with observer drift, that is, the idiosyn-~ 5;:
cratic interpretations of definitions over the course
of time (Smith, 1986). Some target behaviors appear
to have remained the same over the course of the '

- study. Others like firming and fluency evolved .
from specific problems that surfaced from time to

time. Perhaps this was due, in part, to the limita-
tions of definitions made and refined before data i
were collected. ;

In this study no attempt was made to assess the '

teachers’ levels of competence during the training

session. It would be helpful to know if those trainees -
who failed to master workshop material are also |

those who are in greatest need of follow-up training. | -
In conclusion, the results of this study point to -

some areas in need of special consideration during "

one-shot training on DI programs if that training is ..

to generalize effectively.. Awareness of needs such |
as reinforcement, firming, and signaling may go a
long way inredesigning staff training so application
in the classroom is enhanced. ¢
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The Effectiveness of In-Class Instructive
Feedback Versus After-Class Instructive
Feedback for Teachers Learning Direct
Instruction Teaching Behaviors

Gail A, Coulter
University of Colorado-Colorado Springs

Bonnie Grossen
University of Oregon

" Abstract: - Coaching/supervision can improve teacher outcome, thus improving student outcomes.
Most coaching/supervision models provide feedback about teaching performance after the class
session even though there is little empirical evidence validating the practice. The purpose of this study
was to determine whether in-class feedback or after-class feedback was more effective for teachers
acquiring and maintaining direct instruction teaching behaviors. Seven participants were provided
with feedback on two target behaviors and no feedback on a third control behavior. The results showed
that the behaviors receiving in-class feedback were acquired faster and acquired at a higher level than
those behaviors receiving after-class feedback. In addition, in-class feedback was more effective in
maintaining behaviors measured 14 days after the intervention. :

orkshops, demonstrations, supervised prac-

tice, and specific feedback have been found to
be indispensable to teacher skill acquisition and
behavior change (Korinek, Schmid, & McAdams,
1985; Showers, 1982).. Studies with measures for
long-term retention and generalization have found
that teachers who received supervision as a compo-
nent of teacher training were able to generalize new
skills to classroom teaching and retain them over
time (e.g., Baker, 1983; Koegel, Russo, & Rincover,
1877). '

Studies_with measures for long-term
retention and generalization have found
that teachers who received supervision
as acomponent of teacher training were
able to generalize new skills to
classroom teaching and retain them over
time '

Even though supervision seems to be the most
important component of teacher training, factors
within the supervision model that may contribute to

greater efficiency have not been identified. One
factor that may increase efficiency is in-class feed-
back, where the supervisor/coach gives feedback
while the teacher is engaged in the teaching process
rather than waiting to give feedback in a post confer-
ence that would occur without students present.
Research that investigated specific mechanisms
of feedback explains the reasons why in-class feed-
back may be more effective (Bjork & Allen, 1970;
Cuddy & Jacoby, 1982; Glenberg, 1979; Glenberg &
Lehmann, 1980). First, feedback may act as a guide,
giving information to the performer about what was
wrong and how to correct it (Bjork & Allen, 1970;
Cuddy & Jacoby, 1982; Glenberg, 1979; Glenberg &
Lehmann, 1980; Reddy, 1968; Salmoni, Schmidt, &
Walter, 1984). Then the performer relies on the
feedback to adjust behavior on the next related task.

' Each successive trial on a task and the subsequent

feedback direct the performer toward the end goal.

The guidance property of feedback was suggested
by Reddy (1968) as the explanation for the effective-
ness of participants who were given immediate in-
formation about their performance. Reddy argued
that the informational aspect of feedback was the
salient component. Participants incorporated the
feedback by changing theirbehavior the next oppor-
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tunity to perform the task within the same session,
much as Salmoni et al. (1984) suggested. For the
guidance properties of in-class feedback to work,
tasks must be related to each other. Only this way
can feedback from one task be used to improve
performance on the next task. Application tasks that
have one or two principles in common are related in
such a way. In contrast recall or recognition tasks
are often unrelated. Reddy (1968) and O'Reilly et al.
(1992) required application. Feedback on perfor-
mance of one task representing a specific skill was
directly related to performance on the next task
representing the same skill. '
The second mechanism that may underlie the
effectiveness of in-class feedback is spaced practice.
Spaced practice has been well documented to be
more effective than massed practice (Bjork & Allen,
1970; Cuddy & Jacoby, 1982; Glenberg, 1979;Glenberg
& Lehmann, 1980). For these reasons, in-class feed-
back may be more effective than after-class feed-
back.
" Engelmann (1988) and Gleason and Hall (1991)

. claim that in-class feedback is more efficient for

training teachers because expectations are more ex-
plicit, and teachers have an opportunity to change
their behaviors on the next task in the same lesson
rather than waiting unti! the next lesson. If this is
true, then the amount of time it takes to train a
teacher to criterion should be reduced with in-class
feedback. Specific questions that guided this re-
search were (a) whether in-class feedback results in
faster acquisition and a higher level of acquisition
than after-class feedback, and (b) whether in-class
feedback is more effective than after-class feedback
in maintaining teaching behaviors.

Method

Participants

Table 1 presents a summary of teacher education
and experience. Three criteria were used for selec-
tion of participants: {(a) they must have been willing
to learn to implement Decoding B2 {(Engelmann et
al., 1988) in small groups, (b) they must have had
‘little or no exposure to DI fraining procedures, and
(c) they must have had no exposure to an in-class
model of supervision/coaching. Only Participant 3
had experience teaching Direct Instruction. She was
included in the study because she had used the
Direct Instruction materials for only a short time
and had received no training in how to teach the
program. Participants were blind to the research
questions and treatment variables throughout the
study.

Setting ‘

The school site was a large rural, low-socioeco-
nomic middle school with a total student body of
984, The school served a mixed population: (a) 40%.
Native American, (b) 16% Hispanic, and (c) 43%
Caucasian students. School staff selected those stu-
dents for the Corrective Reading Program (Englemann
etal., 1988) who were in the fifth and sixth grade and
who performed below the 30th percentile on norm-
referenced standardized test. All selected students
read at least two grade levels below their grade
placements. The number of students in each group
ranged from four to eight, with an average number
of six. Each participant was scheduled to teach one
Corrective Reading group per day using Decoding

Table 1. Summary of Participants’ Education and Experience.

Pasition Gender | Yeas Credentint Experience with highly Past training in | Program used in
Participant teaching technical instruction reading class
1 Fifth-grade { Female | Syears | Multisubject | None Whole language | Basal sedes
teacher . elementary Literature-based :
3 Fifth-prade | Female | 2 years | Elementary Taught scripted lessons | Whole langnage | Whole language
teacher ' ' : as a substitute teacher Basal dpproaches '
4 Sixth-grade | Female { ND Elementary Heard of Direclt Literature-based | Whole language
teacher Instruction programs - Literature-based
5 Sixth-grade § Male Jyears | Single-subject | Heard about Direct None Basal
leacher ‘ in history Instruction programs ‘
6 Teacher aide | Female | None Norne Heart about Direct None Generic phonic
] Instruction programs approaches
7 Fifth-grade | Female | 1 year Elementary Heard ebout Direct ‘Whole language Whole lanpuage
teacher Instruction programs Literature-based
8 Sixth-grade | Female | 20 years | Elementary Heard about Direct Whole language | Whole language,
leacher Instruction programs %ite;lature-based,
asals

Note, ND =no data collected due to lack of subject response.
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B2—except Participant 6, who was scheduled to
teach three reading groups per day.

Dependent Variables
Error Correction

Error correcting involved three component parts:
(a) telling the answer, (b) repeating the task, and (c)
part-firming: If any component was not present,
then the error-correcting procedure was scored as
incorrect for that trial. These components were
defined as follows:

1. Tell the answer: The participant told the an-
swer when students responded incorrectly for tasks
requiring group responses or individual responses.
Correct answer telling was either the exact word or
was a sentence that told the correct answer. (e.g., if
the answer was rob, the participant said “rob” imme-
diately after the students said “robe.” The partici-
pant may also have said, “The word is rob.”) Correct
telling the answer did not include negative words
(e.g., “No, this word is rob”). Telling the answer is

“not dependent upon type of academic errors, but

rather, was uniformly applied for all academic er-
rors. -

2. Repeating the task: Participants had students
repeat the task (e.g., say the sound again, say the
word again, or say the sentence again.}).

3. Part-firming: The participant wentback to the
beginning of the part and presented the task again.
A part included at least two previous tasks plus the
error task.

Additionally, telling the answer, repeating the
task, and part-firming were delivered in a standard
tone that did not convey disappointment, anger, or
sarcasm and were directed toward the group and
not the individual student who made the error.

Point Awarding -

Awarding academic points involved three com-
ponent parts: (a) setup, (b) subsequent setups, and
(c) individual turns. If any component was not
present, then the awarding-point procedure was
scored as incorrect for that task. These components
were defined as follows:

1. First setup: Before beginning a set of tasks, the
participant told students how many points would
be awarded if they got the whole set right the first
time. . o

2. Next and subsequent setups, same set of tasks:
The participant told students how many points were
left after an error was made. (The participant re-
duced points by increments—e.g., 5 points the first

_time correct, 3 points if an error was made, 1 point if

a second error was made.)
3. Individual turns for a set of tasks: The partici-

pant told students how many points they would
earn if they answered the first time correct.

Additionally, points were awarded in a pleasant
tone of voice (e.g., no sarcasm, such as “Finally, you
got it right.”)

In order to be counted correct, points also needed
to bé set up before each set of tasks and after each
error and also needed to be written down after each

‘set of tasks was completed and again after indi-

vidual turns.
Student Progress Monitoring

Student- progress monitoring was a control be-
havior. Participants were trained to monitor stu-
dent progress by collecting and charting data about
student performance. Opportunities for student
progress monitoring included the following: (a) stu-
dent oral errors in word attack, (b) student oral
errors in story reading, (c) student oral errors in
individual turns, (d) all oral errors recorded on the
weekly summary sheet, (e) individual timed-read-
ing graphs, (f) written errors marked and scores
written on student independent work, and (g) re-
cording students’ group points on the point chart at
the end of the class period. Like error correcting and
point awarding, student progress monitoring could
be measured by number correct data collection and
recording divided by opportunities for correct data
collection and recording. In order for student
progress monitoring to be correct, the participant .
was required to take data and record it on the correct
form.

Pre-training

The teacher trainer had extensive training in the
Corrective’ Reading program and had supervised
practicum students and student teachers using the
in-class and after-class feedback process for 3 years.
In order to achieve uniform training on the depen-
dent variables (i.e., error correcting, point award-
ing, and progress monitoring), all participants were
trained across the word attack, story reading, and
independent work parts of the Corrective Reading
lesson. For example, the teacher frainer explained
the rationale for point awarding in word attack. The
teacher trainer then modeled the procedure for point
awarding. After modeling the procedure, partici-
pants practiced point awarding in small groups for
approximately 15 minutes. The teacher trainer then
explained the procedure for error correcting inword
attack and thenmodeled the procedure for each type
of error correcting. After the teacher trainer mod-
eled error correcting, participants practiced the pro-
cedure in small groups for approximately 15 min-
utes. The teacher trainer then explained the ratio-
nale for progress monitoring for word attack and

i+
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demonstrated progress monitoring using progress-
monitoring data sheets, and participants practiced
taking data in small groups for approximately 15
minutes. While participants practiced each of the
dependent variables, the teacher trainer circulated
throughout the groups and answered general ques-
tions about the procedures, but did not give partici-
pants specific feedback about their performance on
any of the dependent variables.

The teacher trainer also demonstrated the use of
other forms and graphs to be used for student
progress monitoring such as thermometer charts for
group instructional points and weekly forms for
evaluating type of student reading errors. At the
end of the training session, the teacher trainer handed
out all necessary forms for progress monitoring and
requested that each participant take copies and du-
plicate them for use in their groups as soon as they
began teaching. The teacher trainer also requested
that the participants have group point charts ready
on the first day of teaching. In addition to the
dependent variables, the teacher trainer also mod-
eled other procedures necessary for the implemen-
tation of Corrective Reading (i.e., pace and signaling)
during the training session. Participants practiced
~ pace and signaling while the teacher trainer gave
immediate feedback.

Design

Anadapted alternating treatment design (AATD)
{Sindelar, Rosenberg, & Wilson, 1985) was used. In
most single-subject designs, one variable is manipu-
lated to see itseffect on a second dependent variable.
In an AATD, however, the effects of two treatments
on learning are compared within the same partici-
pant. Bothinterventions occur simultaneously. This
AATD single subject design compared the effects of
two different feedback interventions on two sepa-
rate, butequally difficult, teaching behaviors within
the same subject. Each participant received both
treatments, each treatment applied to a different

behavior. For example, participant 1 received in- .

class feedback on error correction and received af-
ter-class feedback for pointawarding. To control for
variations for possible differences in the two behav-
iors, the two treatment conditions were counterbal-
anced for the two behaviors across all participants.
Four participants (1, 3, 4, and 5) received in-class
feedback for error correcting and after-class feed-
back for awarding points. Three participants (6, 7,
and 8) received the alternate—in-class feedback for
awarding points and after-class feedback for error
correcting. (One participant withdrew voluntarily
from the study.) '
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The AATD requires that behaviors to be learned

are (a) of equal degree of difficulty and (b) indepen-
dent of each other (Sindelar, Rosenberg, & Wilson,
1985). The two behaviors teachers were to learn in
this study were error correcting and point award-
ing. Logical analysis of data from beginning lessons
presented by four student teachers was used to
determine that these behaviors fulfilled the require-
ment of separate, but equal, One behavior fre-
quently occurred without the other behavior.
In addition, progress monitoring was selected as a
third no-feedback condition, to serve as a control for
both treatments. Progress monitoring was selected
as a control because it could be unobtrusively ob-
served by examining permanent products such as
worksheets. There were seven opportunities for
progress monitoring each day. Even though this
number of opportunities was fewer than the recom-
mended 10 (Wolery, Bailey, & Sugai, 1988), this
behavior had the advantages of (a) stability on a
daily basis and (b) ability to be monitored easily
without the participants’ knowledge.

Baseline :

Baseline was initiated the first day of instruction -

after training and continued for 3 consecutive days.
The teacher trainer videotaped each participant while
the participant taught a Corrective Reading lesson or
a portion of the lesson to his or her group of stu-
dents. The teacher trainer did not give any feedback
on error correcting, point awarding, or student
progress monitoring. Feedback on other behaviors
(e.g., pacing, formats, and signaling) did occur.

Feedback

The treatment condition consisted of in-class feed-
back on one dependent variable (either error-cor-
recting or point-awarding), after-class feedback on
the second dependent variable (either error-correct-
ing or point-awarding), and no feedback on the
third dependent variable (progress monitoring).
Participants were randomly assigned to receive in-
class feedback on either error correcting or point-
awarding. They received after-class feedback on the
alternate behavior. They all received no feedback
on progress-monitoring

Participants were videotaped while they were
teaching. Participants were encouraged to complete
word attack, story reading, and independent work
daily. A description of each type of feedback fol-
lows. '

In-Class Feedback

The teacher trainer used components of the su-

pervision model developed by Engelmann (1988)




and Gleason and Hall (1991). In-class feedback was
(a)modeling the correct teacher behavior, (b) prompt-
ing the behavior, or (c) giving brief directives about
the behavior. —

The teacher trainer modeled when she took over
the lesson and demonstrated a portion of it with
students while the participant watched. The teacher
trainer prompted when she either used a signal or a
word that cued the participant -to perform the re-
quired behaviors. The teacher trainer gave brief
directives when she only gave instructions.

Modeling, prompting, and giving directives were
used at various times with all participants while the
participants were engaged in the process of teaching
students. Modeling was used more frequently dur-
ing the first treatment sessions and was faded as the
participants gained proficiency in the skill that was
targeted for in-class feedback. Prompting and giv-
ing directives were used more frequently in later
treatment sessions :

If the participant did not perform the target be-
havior correctly (e.g., error correcting or point award-
ing), the teacher trainer intervened. The teacher
trainer decided which level of intervention to use
based upon the skill of the participant and the na-
ture of the problem. For example, if the participant
did not perform any of the behavior accurately, the
teacher trainer modeled. If the participant per-
formed the behavior correctly in the past, but on
occasion forgot to perform the behavior, then the
teacher trainer prompted. If the participant per-
formed part of the behavior correctly, but one piece
of the behavior was not done correctly, the teacher
trainer gave a brief directive staternent. The partici-
pant then tried the correct behavior with the chil-
dren when the next opportunity arose. If the partici-
pant was successful, then the teacher trainer did not
intervene again. The process of teacher trainer inter-
vention continued throughout the lesson. An illus-
tration of in-class feedback follows.

Participant 1 received in-class feedback on error
correcting and after-class feedback on point award-
ing. At the beginning of the intervention condition,
when Participant 1 did not use accurate correction
procedures at the time a student academic error
occurred, the teacher trainer intervened with the
students, modeling the correction procedure while
the participant observed. For example, Participant
1 corrected by restating the question, “What word?”
rather than first telling the answer. The teacher
trainer overvoiced the partcipant with the answer,
by saying “That word is . What word?” The
students responded with the correct word. The
teacher trainer then had the participant repeat the

correction procedure with the next error. By the
third intervention session, Participant 1 had learned
the correction procedure and did not require the
more intrusive intervention of modeling. The teacher

- trainer then used prompting and brief directive state--

ments. Forexample, Participant 1 said, “What word?”

The teacher trainer raised her hand from the back of

the room. The participant then self-corrected and

said, “That word is . What word?”
After-Class Feedback

After-class feedback was a 15-min postconference
that occurred either immediately after the teaching
session while students were present but engaged in
alternate activities or the same day without students
present. It consisted of the following steps: (a) the
teacher trainer reviewed data and notes with the
participant about the teaching behaviors; (b) the
teacher trainer modeled the correct procedure, ex-
plained the necessity for the correct procedure, and/
or gave direction about performing the correct pro-
cedure; and (c) the participant practiced the correct
procedure as many times as the teacher trainer had
intervened during the in-class condition with the
participant. An illustration of after-class feedback
follows.

The participant received after-class feedback on
error-correcting. The teacher trainer noted that the
participant did supply the answer immediately, but,
instead, repeated the question of "What word?}.
The teacher trainer pointed out to the participant
that it was necessary to model the correct answer for
the students and then to retest them by asking for a
student response. Then the teacher trainer had the
participant practice the correct error correcting pro-
cedure as often as the teacher trainer intervene for
the behavior receiving in-class feedback.

No feedback

All participants received no feedback on progress
monitoring. The teacher trainer did not initiate
discussion about progress monitoring. '

Control for practice

The teacher trainer established a control for en-
suring that the same amount of practice was pro-
vided for the after-class dependent variable as for
the in-class dependent variable. Each time the teacher
trainer intervened in class by either modeling,
prompting, or giving direct statements, she made a
check mark on the observation sheet. The teacher
trainer then had the participant practice the after-
class behavior the same number of times the teacher
trainer had intervened in class. For example, if the
teacher trainer intervened in-class three times on
error correcting, then the teacher trainer had the
participant practiceawarding pointsafter class three
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Table 2. Number of Experimenter In-Class Interventions and Subject Afer-Class Practice for Each
Intervention Session.

Participa | Feedback Type of . | Session | Session | Session | Session | Session | Session
nts Feedback 1 2 3 4 5 - 6

1 In-Class Error Correcting | 16 13 5 2 4 3
After-Class | Point Awarding | 16 13 5 2 4 3
3 In-Class Error Correcting | 6 3 5 3 3 3
' After-Class | Point Awarding | 6 3 5 3 3 3

4 In-Class Error Correcting | 9 4 5 0 5 I
After-Class | Point Awarding | 9- 4 5 0 5 1
3 In-Class Error Cormrecting | 11 5 5 6 2 0
After-Class | Point Awarding | 11 5 5 6 2 0
6 In-Class Point Awarding | 15 5 2 6 2 0
After-Class | Error Correcting | 15 5 2 6 2 0
1 In-Class Point Awarding | 12 § 1 6 3 0
After-Class | Error Corvecting | 12 11 1 6 3 0
8 In-Class Point Awarding | 5 8 ND 7 5 2
After-Class | Error Correcting | 5 8 7 5 2

' Note. ND = no data collected due to absence of subject.

times. Thelpurpose of equalizing the number of

" occasions for directed practice was to rule out the

possibility that amount of practice rather than the
occassion of the practice (in-class or after-class) could
explain the results (see Table 2).

General Intervention Procedures

Participants were instructed to comiplete an en-

tire lesson per day and were videotaped for word
attack and story reading. The teacher trainer mod-
eled and gave feedback on pace and signals
(nonexperimental behaviors) for all participants
while the participants were teaching and after the
participants had finished teaching. During the af-
ter-class feedback session, the teacher trainer praised
the participants for all behaviors that were done
well, including the behaviors targeted as the depen-
dent variables. '

At the end of the after-class feedback session, the
teacher trainer wrote recommendations for each
teacher. The recommendations praised the teacher
for what was done well and made suggestions for
improvement for each of the dependent variables

~and for one other teaching skill, if necessary. Bal-
. ancing all behaviors in the recommendations, those
- receiving in-class or after-class feedback and those

not in the study, served to prevent one treatment
from inadvertently repressing. the behaviors of the
other treatment and to maintain participant blind-

. ness to the treatment variables. Examples of recom-
. mendations follow:

1. Remember to set points for the first section of
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story reading then award after each individual turn.

2. Listen carefully for reading errors. Then cor-
rect by first telling the answer, second, by asking the
student to repeat the word, and then by going back
to the beginning for retest.

3. Before beginning story reading, be sure to state
that students are to follow along with their fingers.

Participants were not trained to use a point sys-
tem for managing student behaviors that were not
academic (e.g., sitting up straight, paying attention),
but each teacher did receive assistance in managing
student behaviors while they were teaching. The
supervisor reinforced students by awarding indi-
vidual points for cooperative group behaviors such
as coming to group on time, sitting up straight,
following along with their fingers, reading so others
could hear, and answering together on signal. '

Maintenance ‘

Three maintenance sessions followed the treat-
ment sessions approximately 14 days after the last
treatment session. During this 14-day period, par-
ticipants continued to teach Corrective Reading to
their groups. The teacher trainer then videotaped
the participarits for 3 days while the participants
taught Corrective Reading. The teacher trainer did
not intervene during maintenance.

Videotaping and Audiotaping of Feedback
Intervention

Three methods of data collection were used. Par-
ticipants were videotaped while they were teaching,




and they were videotaped or audiotaped during the
after-class feedback session. Permanent products
such as worksheets, graphs, charts, and student data
sheets were examined to determine whether the
participant had implemented progress monitoring
correctly. :

A seconid year University of Oregon doctoral
student who was a supervisor for teachers learning
Direct Instruction programs coded all videotapes
for number of correct error-correcting behaviors
and correct point-awarding behaviors. The number
of opportunities for abehavior varied across partici-
pants and sessions. Thenumber of correctbehaviors
~divided by the number of opportunities for the

correct behavior was then computed into a percent-
- age for each session for both point awarding and
“error correcting.

Interobserver Agreement

The doctoral student and the teacher trainer scored
without consulting each other at separate times and
in separate locations. Interobserver agreement was
then calculated on the 20 independent sessions (30%
of total sessions) across baseline, intervention, and
maintenance and was established by dividing the
number of agreements by the number of agreements
plus disagreements multiplied by 100. On the inde-
pendent sessions, reliability ranged from 76% to
100% and averaged 91%. ‘

propriate) . An example of inappropriate feedback
occurred when the teacher trainer prompted award-
ing points when the target behavior was error cor-
recting. A total of 169 after-class feedback state-
ments were procedurally appropriate and 4 were
not procedurally appropriate (37% appropriate). For
example, the teacher trainer discussed reducing the
number of points when the behavior receiving after-
class feedback was error correction.

To guard against the possibility of effects being
attributed to extra practice, scorers marked down
the number of times the participant practiced the
behavior receiving after-class feedback to assure
thatitequaled thenumberof actual times the teacher
trainer intervened during in-class feedback. The
total number of interventions for the in-class feed-
back condition was 175 and the total number of
times the participants practiced the behavior receiv-
ing after-class feedback were 175.

Results

Mean Percentages _
Figure 1 shows the mean accuracy percentages
for all participants. In-class feedback resulted in
faster acquisition of targetbehaviors than after-class
feedback or no feedback. In addition, the substan-
tial difference in level for behaviors receiving in-

Fidelity of Independent
Variable
Two undergraduate

Figure 1. Mean Percentage Scores for Baseline (B), Treatment (T), and
Maintenance (M) Sessions for Participants 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.

University of Oregon stu-
dents were trained on 2
intervention sessions to -
use a specially designed
form that categorized
number and types of
statements made by the
teacher trainer. One stu-
dent was an.education
major and the other was
undeclared. Each scorer
independently coded ran-
domly selected 13in-class
sessions and 13 after-class
sessions out of a total of
‘41 intervention sessions
for fidelity of treatment.
A total of 114 in-class
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gy

class feedback com-
pared to behaviors re-
ceiving after-class

feedback supports the -

conclusion thatin-class
feedback resulted in a
higher level of perfor-
mance than after-class
feedback. ‘

The higher levels of
performance for be-
haviors receiving in-
class feedback main-
tained after 2 weeks.
This conclusion is sup-
‘ported by the clear
gaps between scores
for all behaviors. Only
the data for participant
3 produced a pattern
of results during the
intervention condition
different from the over

- allresults displayed in

Figure 1 (see Figure 2).

Participant 3had mini-

mal differences in
scores for behaviors
receiving in-class feed-
back and after-class
feedback during the in-
tervention conditionin
confrast to other par-
ticipants.

Participant 6 (see
Figure 3) seemed to ac-
quire the skills much
faster than the other
participants, with
smaller differences be-
tween treatments.

Furthermore, data
for participants 4 and
5 produced results in-
consistent with the
overall pattern for
maintenance dis-
played in Figure 1 (see
Figures 4 and5).

Social Validity
In-class feedback is

not a model of supervision/coaching that is com-
monly used. Because of its intrusiveness into the
classroom, concerns have been raised about the pos-
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Figure 2. Percentage Scores for Baseline, Treatment, and Maintainence"
C Sessions for Participant 3. :

Percentage of Gomect Behavior

Figure 3. Percentage Scores for Baseline, Treatmeﬁt, and Maintainence
Sessions for Participant 6.
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sibility of in-class feedback undermining the au- |
thority of the classroom teacher. Because of these |
concerns, participants were requested to fill out



questionnaire at the conclusion of the study about
their perception of the t:ra.uung To preserve confi-
dentiality, participants were glven queshonnau'es
and blank envelopes with instructions to fill out the

Figure 4. Percentage Scores for B‘aseline, Treatment, and Maintainence

Sessions for Participant 4.

100% 1
80% 4

1, B0%

80% 1
50% -
40% -

0% -

Parcantage of Comact Bahavi_qr

20% -

10%

¢
0% o

. 70% 4

—&—InClass
fo—Alter-C!ass
—&— No Feedback

Figure 5. Percentage Scores for Baseline, Treatment, and Maintainence

Sessions for Participant 5.
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questionnaire, seal it in the envelope, and give it to
the school secretary. The participants were also
requested not to include their names.

All seven of the participants were asked to com-

pare the Corrective
Reading training and
coaching to other
workshop and train-
ing experiences.
Choices of answers
were (a) above av-
erage, (b) average,
and (c) below aver-
age. Three of the

.seven participants

rated the training as
above average, and
three participants
rated it as average.
One participant did

notanswer the ques-

tion. When asked
how they felt before
the experiment be-
gan about a coach
assisting them while
they were teaching
their groups, 3 par-
ticipants liked the
idea, 2 participants
did not like the idea,
and 2 participants
felt neutral about the
idea. When asked
how they felt after
the study was over
about having a
coach assist them
while teachihg their
groups, 6 partici-

. pantsliked the idea,

and 1 participant
was neutral about
the idea.
Participants were
also asked to indi-
cate how much they
valued assistance
during teachingand
after teaching. 5ix
participants
thought that both
the coaching during
the teaching session
and after the teach-
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Figure 6. Percentage Scores for Baseline, Treatment, and Maintainence
Sessions for Participant 1.

ers’ feeling of credibil-
ity with their students.
It is interesting also
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that, on the whole,
teachers saw both in-
class and after-class
feedback asimportant:

Continued use of the
program and practices
confirmed the social
validity of the treat-

—®—InClhss  ment. Teachers who
—O—AMterClass  recejved supervision
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continued to teach the
Corrective Reading pro-
gram 4 months after the
end of the study. Per-
sonnel] from the school
site indicated that the
‘program will be con-

30% -

20%
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P tinued in the next
s = school year. Trained
g =z ;
= personnel who have

observed the partici-

ing session were of much value. One participant

 said they were only of some value. In conjunction

with the previous question, participants were asked
to tell whether they perceived in-class assistance or
after-class assistance to be more efficient in improv-
ing their skills. Six subjects reported that assistance
while teaching was more efficient. At the end of the
study, all participants felt they had made good
progress in learning how to teach Corrective Reading.
In addition, all but one participants felt that their
students had made good progress learning to read.
Finally, when asked whether they wanted to con-

tinue to teach the Corrective Reading program or _
return to their previous methods of instruction, all '

but one participant indicated they preferred to teach
it. One participant had no preference.
At the end of the study-which maintains all par-

" ticipants’ anonymity-one participant wrote a com-

30

ment on the questionnaire:

- This is the most [instruction in] teaching I've
ever had that I feel will totally impact all the
rest of my teaching in a positive way. This
should be taught to people before they be-
come teachers, much more valuable than-
theories of teaching. -

The teachers’ evaluations indicate that in-class
supervision does not threaten or undermine teach-
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pants teaching con-
firmed that partici-

pants are continuing to perform teaching behaviors

accurately.

The teachers’ evaluations indicate that
in-class supervision does not threaten

~or undermine teachers’ feeling of :

credibility with their students. It is
interesting also that, on the whole,
teachers saw both in-class and after-
class feedback as important.

Students taught by the participants made gains in:
reading. . To monitor student progress, the partici::
pants selected and tested two medium-performing
students for each group. Scores on a measure of:
word-attack reading skills showed that students:
were performing on the average between the 10th--
and 12th-grade level. One teacher who taught the.
same program but did not participate in the study:
was the only one whose students showed no growth;:

Discussion

‘ This stﬁdy provided evidence confirming the vatue
- of in-class feedback in a comprehensive model of;:

teacher training. Five of the seven participants;,

acquired specific teaching behaviors faster and at a;




clearly higher level with in-class feedback than they

did with after-class feedback. Differences between

freatments were not as clear for the two remaining
participants. Several uncontrolled confounds may
have eroded possible treatment differences.

" This study provided evidence
confirming the value of in-class
feedback in a comprehensive model of
teacher training.

Figure 2 shows that Participant 3 improved only
slightly during the intervention condition and did
not maintain the behaviors. There are three possible
explanations for the low pertentage scores: (a) lack
of motivation to perform the behavior, (b) inatten-.
tion during feedback, and (c} a lower number of
coaching interventions. Regarding lack of motiva-
tion, the participa.nt communicated during an after-
class feedback session that even though she knew
the philosophy behind the point system, she did not
agree with how the points were awarded. Regard-
ing inattention, it appeared participant 3 was dis-
tracted by other activities in the class. Regarding the
number of coaching sessions, Part1c1pant 3 received
the lowest number of coaching sessions of all the
participants (see Tables 3 and 4). Since there were
fewer in-class interventions, there were also fewer
after-class practice opportunities on behaviors re-
ceiving after-class feedback. This lack of interven-
tion likely influenced the acquisitiorl of skills for

both behaviors.
Parhc1pant 6 (see Figure 3} had only minimal

" differences favoring in-class and after-class feed-

back. Both the behaviors that were targeted for in-
class feedback and after-class feedback increased
rapidly in percentage points over time. Two pos-
sible confounds may explain this variation from the
pattern of results found in other subjects. ~First,
Participant 6 was the only participant who taught

Corrective Reading to two additional groups of stu- -

dents each day. This additional teaching occurred -
immediately after receiving after-class feedback for
the first session. The other participants taught just
one group with at least 24 hours elapsing between .
after-class feedback to the next teaching session.
Participant 6,-therefore, had an opportunity to in-
corporate after-class feedback into the next teaching

" session, which came 1mmed1ate1y after the

postconference, Thus after-class feedback, in es-
sence, became in-class feedback because the after-
class feedback guided the behaviors in the subse-
‘quent daily sessions. .The minimal difference be-
tween treatment conditions would support this ex-
planation.

Second, Parhcxpant 6 had three times the oppor-
tunities to practice. The multiple opportunities for
practice could have increased performance for both
behaviors. The superior growth rate of Participant
6 over the other participants’ rate of progress would
support this explanatlon Given the confounds sur-
rounding these two subjects, it seems that in-class
feedback resulted in acquisition of new teaching
behaviors, at a faster rate and at a hlgher level,

Table 3. Raw Scores for Subjects Recelvmg In-Class Feedback for Error Con'ectlon, After-Class
Feedback for Awarding Points, and No Feedback for Student Progress Momtormg

Type of Sess1005
Participants feedback
) Baseling : Trestment Muintenance

Bi B2 | B3 Tl T | T3 1" T4 TS5 T6 M1 | M2 | M3

1 In-class 11/52° § 4727 | 520 18736 | 19/38 § 11716 | 819 1338 | 15221 [ oo |8 ND

’ ‘| Afer-class 017 0/16 | 030 37 {040 | 037 (224 | 1114 | 340 26035 | 2242 1

| No feedback 1/7 2 |7 117 211 177 217 LT 1w | 17

.3 In-closs 01 o7 | 022 o2 |43 |inr [0 | M8 | U6 tona {ora  }ond
After-class 0733 0722 1113 ss- | 238 | 149 | 36 15B9 {934 || 145 '0133 0146

No treatment /7 17117 0r7 o7 o 177 17 L 17 7 bt

4 Fn-cluss 125 |ons | oe 217 |35 | 1320 { 6/ 1/8 w1 | P |58 /6
ARer-closs 077 0119 | 419 021 | 218 | /54 : 344 | 1016 | B2 “27/42 | 35049 | 40048

Mo trenument | 07 o7 | o7 o7 017 07 or7 o7 L o7 o7 o7 o

5 Inclass 1441 2116 | 0/5 sr24 | 36 18731 § &z |12 |7 59 | 1725 ] .9N3
Aler-class 2/38 14 | 2726 2740 113 | 235 | 1339 | 2844 16/40° | 1 4148 } 29/37 § 20730

No treatment or7 o7 o 07 or? o7 _lom fom  ton i -]lo7 o7

Note. ND = po dnla collected due to absence of subject.

or7

*All numbers are in the fol!owmg order: . g .. 11 = number of correct behaviors; 52 = number of opportunmes for correct

behaviors.
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A conclusion that in-class feedback maintains Overall two patterns of results were evident for
behaviors at a higher level than after-class feedback  the maintenance phase, but these two patterns var-
is more tentative. Two participants (5 and 6) per-  ied by behavior assigned to treatment, more so than
formed behaviorsreceiving after-class feedback with by treatment alone. Participants 1, 4, and 5, receiv-
greater accuracy than behaviors receiving in-class  ing after-class feedback for awarding points, showed ..

" feedback during maintenance. a jump in level for after-class feedback during the
' maintenance condi-
Figure 7. Percentage Scores for Baseline, Treatment, and Maintainence Sessions on. This pattern
for Participant 7. - was dramatically -

T00% o eevvesmmcmeame e gasasnnereraraararnrara s L S . different for partici-

[ pants 6, 7, 8 who re-
ceived after-class
feedback for error
correcting. Forthese
participants, the
mean maintenance
scores were either
the same level or
slightly lower than
the intervention
level.

A confound that
varied consistently
across the two be-
haviors was the
number of opportu-
nities for practice.
For point awarding,
opportunities for
Sesslons ) . practice remained
about the: same

while the opportu- |-
Figure 8. Percentage Scores for Baseline, Treatment, and Maintainence Sessions nities for error cor-* i+

80% -
B0% -
70%
60%
—&—In-Class

—0-- Alter-Class
—&— No Feadback

60%

Parcentags of Cormrect Behavior

for Participant 8. recting declined |
100% - . - dramatically as stu~ |-

dents in the group
BO% 4--oreene e learned toread more
: fluently and made
s BO% remrrrrer e fewer errors (see
E {1 Table 4). The differ-

S entialnumberofop- -
B BO0% e portunities may
§ oo :m have provided more
5 = No Feedback Practlce' for awa.rd-
B 40% - ing points during
£ ) the 2weeksbetween
E 0% 1 the intervention
* 20% 4--f. - N condition and the
— maintenance condi-
10% tion, allowing teach-
) e L ers to improve their

0%3 g g E' g § 2 = @ 5 . g § :é pel"fc:rmance d_for :

-3 T ] oint awardin
& © ° 0 S e o g “ ] = = . gu'ough the addeg
Sesslons ‘ ' practice.
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- Table 4. Raw Scores for Participants Receiving In-Class Feedback for Awarding Points, After-Class
Feedback for Error Correction, and No Feedback for Student Progress Monitoring.

Participants |  Typeof ] Sessions
feedback
Baseline Trestment Maintenance
Bl B2 B3 T1 T2 T3 T4 TS T6 Ml M2 M3
6 In-cinss oL /40 | 0/40 1/25 28/48 { 31/39 | 22432 | 33/37 | 48/60 31/45 | 34/49 | 36/46
After-class {23 19 | o/14 0/6 057 3/4 7 5/9 8/12 5/11 11722 3/10
e No feedback o7 07 1017 07 077 177 1/7 20 127 o 0r7 057
7 In-class 0/10 /31 030 17/49 | 2438 | 2035 | 24/34 30/48 | 31736 39/49 | 34/39 | 28/40
Aftercloss 4122 4/23 | 74 1/17 SHT | 14726 | 9/18 9124 |"13123 712 | 815 | 14720
No treatment | 2/7 27 27 27 27 177 177 117 27 1/7 177 177
8 In-class 0/18 0729 | 0/25 11735 | 12134 ND | 30/45 §28/39 | 24/38 27740 | 21/41 | 20742
ot ' After-cinss 120 &19 | 1727 1710 28 ‘312 13/19 -} 3/13 215 728 /19
. : No teatment | 0/7 7 07 077 077 077 0n Qr7 0/ 0r7 Qr7

Nol'.e. ND = no data collected due to absence of subject,

'A]l numbers are in the following order: e.g., 0 = number of correct behaviors; 17 = number of opportumues for correct

beha\rmts

The differing amounts of practice seem a more
plausible explanation than another possible expla-
nation we considered: Could the supervisor’s focus
upon one behavior (the behavior receiving in-class
feedback) suppress the participant’s attention to the
other behavior (the behavior receiving after-class

- feedback), resulting in a jump in level for the behav-
ior receiving after-class feedback when supervision
stopped? Certain evidence is not consistent with
this explanation. First, the jump in level was only
evident for participants who received after-class

+ ‘feedback for point awarding. Data for participants

who received after-class feedback for error correct-
ing did notjump inlevel. Infact, data for Participant
6 showed a drop in level for the behavior receiving
after-class feedback. Participant 7 showed about the
same level, and Participant 8 also showed a drop in
level.
The conjecture of differential attention would be
. more convincing if even the data for one participant
who had received after-class feedback for error cor-

recting showed the same pattern in the maintenance -
" condition as those who had received after-class feed-

back for point awarding. The pattern of data for
only one dependent variablejumping in level would
suggest that mechanisms or confounding variables
other than differential attentior. were responsible
for the maintenance results,

Second, differential attending would alsobe more
plausible if the participants were aware of the target
behaviors for each condition. On the contrary, dur-
ing in-class feedback, the teacher trainer kept the
partunpa.nts blind to the dependent variables by
supervising other behaviors-e.g., pacing, signaling,
formats, and organization-as well as the target be-

havior. In order to keep conditions equal in strength,
the teacher trainer also included discussion and
practice on other behaviors such as pacing, signal-
ing, formats, and organization during the after-class
feedback session and included these behaviors fre-
quently in the written recommendations at the end
of each session.

These studies quite strongly support
the proposition that immediate
feedback with an immediate
opportunity to improve or correct the
behavior is more effective than a
delayed opportunity to practice after
corrective feedback.

Data from this study are consistent with findings
from other studies (Bjork & Allen, 1970; Cuddy &
Jacoby, 1982; Glenberg, 1979; Reddy, 1968; Koegel,
Russo, & Rincover, 1977, Salmoni, Schmidt, & Wa-
ter, 1984). Taken together, these studies quite strongly
support the proposition that immediate feedback
with an immediate opportunity to improve or cor-
rect the behavior is more effective than a delayed
opportunity to practice after corrective feedback.
This study generalizes these findings specifically to

.a conclusion that in-class feedback results in faster

and better acquisition of teaching behaviors by giv-
ing teachers an opportunity to change their behav-
iors on the next task in the same lesson.

This is not to say that after-class feedback is not
important in a teacher training model. Each type of
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- feedback seems to have a unique purpose. In-class
feedback allows for demonstrations, prompts, and
~ briefdirective statements while children are present,
providing an opportunity for the teacher to link the
correct teaching behavior to student behavior.
Whereas, after-class feedback allows the opportu-
nity for explanations, teacher self-analysis of the
lesson, extra opportunities for practice, and /or dis-
- cussion about application of theory that may also be
+ necessary for teacher development. After-classfeed-
- back session is the only opportunity for these kinds
of learning experiences. Including in-class feedback

in addition to the more common after-class feedback °

found in teacher-training programs may be benefi-
cial in improving a teacher’s effectiveness in a more
time efficient manner. ' ‘

In-class feedback results in faster and
betteracquisition of teaching behaviors
by giving teachers an opportunity to
change their behaviors on the next task
in the same lesson.

The small number of participants may limit the
ability to generalize the findings of the study to a
larger population. The results, however, were con-
sistent across participants with a wide range of
educational backgrounds and experiences teaching

‘children (see Table 1). For example, 2 participants

had no background or training in the teaching of

- reading; whereas 2 participants had training in 2
- different approaches, and 3 participants had train-
ing in 1 approach. Likewise, 1 participant was not
credentialed, 1 participant was credentialed in his-
tory, and 5 participants held elementary credentials.

In addition, the number of years teaching for the’

* participants ranged from 1 to 20 years.

One caveat to consider with in-class feedback is
that supervisors need to be highly competent and
well-trained. These highly trained individuals may
be in short supply, limiting the use of in-class feed-
back in teacher training. _

This study did not use a group design and occa-
sional confounds were almost impossible to control.
A group design requires more resources, but would
allow better experimental control of confounds. The
findings of this study seem to warrant a further
study with a group design to validate more conclu-

sively ‘the implications of this study for teacher-

training. €
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The Effects of Simulation and Feedback
on Preservice Teachers and Their
Acquisition of Specific Direct
Instruction Teaching Skills

William D. Peck, Betty Fry Williams, An] ali Barretto, and Janet Lane
: Gonzaga Umver51l:y

Abstract: The use of video-taped teaching simulation sessions within a course on Direct Instruction
was examined. Students prepared scripted lessons, taught them in small groups, watched video tapes
 and evaluated their own and peers’ teaching performance, and shared general or detailed feedback.
Student performance on specific Direct Instruction teaching skills was evaluated. Results indicated
that students demonstrated proficiency in the presentation of appropriate cue, pause, and signal
sequences and in using a four-step correction procedure. Increases in total praise were also noted.
_Students found it ensier to use the general feedback form and felt they used it better, but preferred the
detailed feedback they received from the observation feedback form.

S pecial education teacher training programs greatly
rely on supervised practicum experiences to in-
sure that trainees master specific teachmg skills
{Buck, Morsink, Griffin, Hines, & Lenk, 1992).
Practicum supervision usually involves university
faculty traveling to classroom training sites to carry
out observations, deliver feedback, and set goals for
improving teaching behaviors (Englert & Sugai,

1983). The ability of training programs to use such -

supervision is sometimes reduced because there are
large numbers of trainees, faculty have competing
responsibilities, scheduling around a teaching load
is difficult, and trainees may be placed in widely
dispersed school locations (Englert & Sugai, 1983).
Extensive practicum training usually occurs only at

the final stage of studenits’ preparation and is sel-

dom concurrent with coursework, where the skills
are actually being introduced. For some students,
this on-site training amounts to too little, too late,
and they may complete their formal university train-
ing without actually mastering the skills they need
for teaching.

Opportunities to provide observation and feed-
back within the context of a course in which skills
are being introduced are possible through the use of
role-playing and the use of on-campus laboratory
sites. Role-playing allows for feedback not only
from the instructor but also from peers. Peer coaches
may be valuable resources who canrelieve auniver-
sity supervisor’s load (Joyce & Showers, 1980). Peer
coaching has been found to be effective in improv-
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ing teaching performance mboth professional teach-
ers (Peterson-Miller, Harris, & Watanabe, 1991) and
preservice trainees (Morgan, Gustafson, Hudson, &
Salzberg, 1992; Morgan, Menlove, Salzberg, &
Hudson, 1994). However, it is still difficult for the
course instructor who has other teaching assign-
ments, advising responsibilities and committee tasks
to make repeated observations of large numbers of
students, particularly when the instructor must also
prepare and deliver content at the same time.

This study examined the viability of
using videotaped teaching simulation

- sessions within a course in which
specific Direct Instruction teaching
skills were introduced.

One way toaugmentsuch supervision is to record
role-plays or teaching sessions on either audiotape
or videotape, These tapes can be reviewed, repeat-
edly if necessary, and at convenient times. They also
provide permanent products of the students’ per-
formance and progress over time. Perhaps most

importantly, tapes allow students to self-evaluate
their own performance (Simon-Brynildson &
Vreeland, 1991). A study of teachers who recorded
their Direct Instruction reading sessions, scored their
own performances and calculated their skill levels




in relation to specific criteria, found that the teachers

improved their use of signals, correction of pupil
errors, response rates of pupils, and rates of praise
statements (Simon-Brynildson & Vreeland, 1991).
Self-evaluation is an effective procedure for improv-
ing teaching skills and may be an option for conve-

niently doing so within the context of a college

course. .

This study examined the viability of using video-
taped teaching simulation sessions within a course
in which specific Direct Instruction teaching skills
were introduced. The study examined the value of
self-observation and specific peer- and self-evalua-
ton of videotaped teaching simulations, the stu-
dents’ acceptance of peer and selfevaluation as a
course activity and training method, and the cost of
these procedures in terms of time and resources for
the instructor.

Method

Participants and Setting

Videotaped teaching simulations took place as
part of the course requirements in a senior and
graduate-level special education course in Direct
Instruction Reading. This course was completed in
" a compressed 7-week session before most of the
same students left campus to intern in elementary or

secondary special education classrooms. Forty-one

undergraduate and. three graduate students com-
pleted the course, which was taught by one instruc-
tor in two sections, one in the morning and onein the
afternoon. Each class section met twice a week for 3
hours each time. All course activities took place on

the university campus in the School of Education

building.

Simulated Teaching Sessions

Threesimulated teaching groups were established
in each of the two course sections (six groups total).
Students were assigned to groups on the basis of
alphabetical order; the first student on the alpha-
betical role sheet for that session was assigned to
Group 1, the second to Group 2, the third to Group
3, and so on. One graduate student was assigned to
each group. Typically, seven or eight students were
assigned to each simulated teaching group, and
each student delivered a scripted reading lesson to
the others. The scripts differed for each studentina
group, and the type of script changed for each ses-
sion. Two sessions used scripts, one on letter sound-
correspondence and one on sounding out and say-
ing it fast, from Distar Reading (Engelmann & Brurer,
1974); one session used scripts involving sounding

out of passage reading from Teach Your Child to
Read in 100 Easy Lessons (Engelmann, Haddox, &
Bruner, 1983); and the last session used comprehen-
sion scripts from Corrective Reading (Engelmann,
Hanner, & Haddox, 1980).

Each group met in a room which housed only that
group. Six to eight students were assigned to each
group and sat in a semi-circle in front of the student
who was presenting the script. All student presen-
tations were videotaped, and students within each
group watched the tape after everyone in the group
had taught a lesson. Each student reviewed his or
‘her own taped lesson and also that of all the other
students in that group. Grouping remained consis-
‘tent across the duration of the course. Each simu-
lated teaching session and tape viewing lasted ap-
proximately 1 hour. Four simulated teaching ses-
sions were held for each group, with each session
approximately 1 week apart.

Self- and Peer Evaluations
Students used one of two observation systems to

. record feedback as they viewed the tapes. The

detailed feedback form was designed specifically
for recording and evaluating the quality of specific
Direct Instruction teaching behaviors (Marchand-
Martella & Lignugaris/Kraft, 1992). These behav-
iors included effective cues, pauses, signals, signal
corrections, response corrections, specific praise
statements, and general praise statements. Table 1
defines each of these teaching behaviors in greater
detail. The detailed feedback recording form is
shown on page 54 (Marchand-Martella & Lignugaris-
Kraft). , '

A general comments form was designed by the
authors for comparison purposes as a part of this
study. The form identified three areas in which
students should comment on the teacher’s Direct
Instruction teaching behaviors: cues, corrections,
and praise. Figure 1 shows the general comments
form and directions for its use,

Training in Direct Instruction Teaching and
Observation '
Students viewed two video series that demon-
strated specific Direct Instruction teaching behayv-
iors in some detail: three tapes from the Science
Research Associates Direct Instruction Training Se-
ries (SRA/McGraw-Hill, P.O. Box 543, Blacklick,

- OH 43004-0543) and three tapes from the Associa-

tion for Direct Instruction Basic Skills in Teaching
Series (Association for Direct Instruction, P.O. Box
10252, Eugene, OR 97440). Students also received
approximately 1 hour of training in using the de-
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Table 1. Definitions of Specific Teaching Behaviors,

Effective cues: A focus word, phrase, or questioh
Effective pauses: Latency of 1 or 2 seconds between cue and signal
Effective signals: Hand, touch, or auditory activity that initiates pupil response

Effective signal corrections—addressing error: When pupils do not response together, the trainee tells
pupils within 3 seconds to answer together in a positive tone

Effective signal corrections—repeat: The trainee repeats the presentation in a positive tone

Effective response corrections—model: The trainee corrects the pupil response error within 3 seconds by
modeling the correct response in a positive tone

Effective response corrections—Ilead: The trainee says the correct response with the students also re-
sponding

Effective response corrections—test and retest: The trainee requests group/individual response uses
positive tone, then repeats presentation at a later time

Specific praise statements: Comment after appropriate behavior that includes descriptive information.

Genera] praise statements: Comment after appropriate behavior that is broad and nonspecific

tailed feedback form prior to observing tapes of  how to use the observation system, demonstration %
their first simulated teaching session. Training in-  of the recording system, and guided practice in |
cluded provision of a brief instructional packet  using the system to record data from a videotape of
(Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-Martella, 1993) on  a similar simulated teaching performance.

Figure 1. General feedback form.

Feedbaék formObserver Teacher

As you watch the tape, make notes on the quality of each of the followmg items and any suggestions you
would make. Share with the person teaching the lesson.

Teacher presentation: Cueing, pausing, and signaling:

Teacher Corrections: Model, lead, test, and retest.

Teacher Praise: use of general or specific praise.
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Experimental Design

The effects of instructor, peer and selfevaluation
using either the detailed or general feedback form
were evaluated in a multiple baseline design across
groups of students. Group 1 used the detailed

" evaluation system for all four simulated teaching
. sessions across the duration of the course. Group 2

used the general comments form after their first
simulated teaching session and then used the de-
tailed feedback form for the remaining three simu-
lated teaching sessions. Group 3 used the general

.comments form for their first two simulated teach-

ing sessions and the detailed feedback form for the
remaining two simulated teaching sessions. The
instructor provided general or detailed feedback,
depending on what form had been assigned to a
group for a particular session, and graded the per-
formance of every student for the last three simu-
lated teaching sessions.

Because feedback was provided only after astudent’s
teaching had been videotaped, the first teaching
session for all the groups was essentially baseline

‘performance. Group 1 performance should have

demonstrated any effect of the detailed feedback for
the remaining three sessions. Group 2 performance
should have reflected any effect of the general teach-
ing feedback for the second session, while the third
and fourth sessions should have reflected the effect
of the detailed feedback. Group 3 performance
should have reflected the effect of the general teach-
ing feedback in the second and third teaching ses-
sions, and reflected the effect of the detailed feed-
back only in the last session.

Dependent Variables

The specific teaching skills defined in Table 1
(effective cues, pauses, signals, signal corrections,
response corrections, specific praise statements, and
general praise) were the dependent variables. In

- addition, students were asked to rate their satisfac-

tion with the recording instruments; the helpfulness
of self, peer, and instructor evaluation, and their
ease in using the feedback instruments. Figure 3 is
the questionnaire given to the students at the end of
the course.

Students were asked to use a Likert-like scale to
rate the ease of using the two forms, how well they

- felt they used the forms, and how much the feedback

affected their teaching. They were also asked to
indicate which parts of the forms most accurately
evaluated their performance, which form they pre-
ferred, and whose feedback they found most helpful
— their self evaluation, their peers’ evaluation, or

. their instructor’s evaluation.

The instructor’s time and amount of class time
used for observation training, role-playing, record-
ing, and feedback were also monitored.

Dependent Measures

Dependent measures included the mean percent
accuracy of verbal cues, 1-second pauses, and sig-
nals for student responding. Response corrections
were measured by the mean percent of correct steps
included in attempted corrections. The average
number per lesson of general and specific praise
statements was recorded and total praise was mea-
sured by the average number of both specific and
general praise statements made in each lesson.

" Measures for responses to the Likert-like scale
(see Figure 2) were reported as the mean ratmg for
each item. When students were asked to choose a
preference of two or threeitems, the percent selected
for each item was reported.

Interobserver Agreement
Two trained observers independently recorded

" data on 100% of the videotaped teaching perfor-

mances using the detailed feedback form. The fre-
guency of accurate and inaccurate presentation cues,
pauses, and signals; of correction models, leads,

tests, and retests; and of specific and general praise -

statements were recorded. The smaller frequency
recorded in each category by one observer was di-
vided by the larger frequency recorded in that cat-
egory by the second observer and then multiplied by

100 (Kazdin, 1982). These scores were averaged

across all the categories for a total agreement score
for each student lesson. Total agreement averaged
91% across all students for all sessions with a range
of 61% to 100%. Overall agreement was similar to
that obtained by university supervisors in the Utah
State University study by Marcharid-Martella and
Lignugaris/Kraft (1992). Low rates of agreement
were usually due to poor agreement on correction
steps (models, leads, tests, and retests) which oc-
curred with low frequency. This was also similar to
results found by Lignugaris/Kraft and Marchand-
Martella (1993).

Results

Forty-four students completed the Direct Instruc-
tion Reading course and videotaped sessions. How-
ever, data for eight students were not used because
the students were absent from one or more sched-
uled videotaped simulation sessions. Data for two
graduate students were eliminated because they
also acted as agreement observers and may have
been aware of the study’s purpose, procedures, de-
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Figure 2. Research questionnaire regarding video feedback forms.

10.

1.

12

13.

14.

Student Name Group Number Morning or Afternoon?

Research Questionnaire Regarding Video Feedback Forms
How would you rate the ease of using the detailed data form? (Was it user friendly?)

How well did you feel you were able to use the detailed form by the end of class? (Did you get better with
additional use?)

How did using the detailed form affect your teaching performance?

Please list any changes you would like to see if this form was revised:

Of the following, which item did you feel was most accurately evaluated on the detailed data form?
Circle one: a. cue, pause, signai b. student responses €. corrections d. praise

Which feedback on the detailed data form did you find most helpful?
Circle one:  a. My own self-evaluation b. My peers’ evaluations  C. My instructor's evaluation

Did you have the opportunity to write general comments instead of using the detailed data form?
Yes - No (circle one)

If yes, please answer the questions on the back of this evaluation. !f no, you are finished with this
evaluation. '

How would you rate the ease of general comments form? (Was it user friendly?)

How well did you feel you were able to use the general comments form by the end of class? (Did you get
better with additional use?)

How did using the general comments form affect your teaching performance?

Which feedback on the general comments form did you find most helpful? Circle one:
a. My own self-evaluation b. My peers' evaluationsc. My instructor's evaluation

Of the following, which item did you feel was most accurately evaluated on the general comments form?
Circle one: a. cue, pause, signal b. student responses c. corrections d. praise

If this was the only teacher evaluation toal, what if any, changes would you implement?

Which did you prefer? Circle one:  a. detailed data form  b. general comments form

Thank you so much for being a part of our research!

40

EFFECTIVE SCHOOL PRACTICES; 16(4), FarL, 1957




B O

- groups was 81% in Session 1,

sign and results. Thus, data for a total of 3¢ students
were analyzed.

Presentation behaviors that were recorded in-
cluded the use of a verbal cue, a one-second pause,
and a signal appropriate to a particular script to
indicate when a child should respond. The accuracy
of students in Groups1,2,and 3 virtually averaged
99% across every teaching session. Almost every
student made 20 or more presentations within a
lesson and almost every one of these cues for re-
sponding was accurately performed.

Signal error corrections (e.g. not responding in
Unison) were so rare they are not reported here.
However, every student was required to correct
fesponse errors. Every time a student taught a .
lesson, one of the people role-playing a child in the
group was instructed to make at least one mistake.
Therefore every student had the opportunity toiden-
tify and provide a four-step correction procedure
(model, lead, test, and retest) at least ornce in each of
the first three simulated lessons and often more than
once. The exception was during the last simulated
session, which used comprehension scripts from
Corrective Reading (Engelmann, Hanner, & Haddox,
1980) that did not call for the four-step correction
Pprocedure.

The accuracy of Iesponse corrections was deter-
mined by whether all four steps {(model, lead, test,
and retest) were present when a cotrection was
attempted. Figure 3 shows the mean accuracy of
Iesponse corrections for all three groups across the
first three simulated teaching sessions. The average
bercentage of accurate corrections across the three

“somewhat easy Io use.” Groups 2 and 3, who used
both the general and detajled feedback forms, both
rated the general form much higher, saying it was
“very easy to use,” in contrast to their rating of the
detailed form, which they felt was “somewhat diffi-
cult to use.”

In response to the question, “How well did you
feel you were able to use the detailed form by the
end of the class?” all three groups felt they could use
the detailed form “somewhat well.” Groups 2 and 3
who used both forms felt théy could use the general
form better, rating their use as “very well.”.

In response to the question, “How did using the
detailed form affect your teaching performance?”
Group 1, who used only the detailed form, felt it
“made my teaching somewhat better.” Groups 2
and 3 who had used both forms, felt the detailed
form “neither helped nor hurt,” but they rated the
general form higher, saying it “made my teaching
somewhat better,”

When asked which teaching behaviors the de-
tailed and general feedback forms evaluated most
accurately, most of the students indicated that the
presentationbehaviors of cue, Pause and signal, and
the use of praise were most accurately evaluated on
both forms. Fewer students in the three groups
indicated that student responses and corrections
were most accurately evaluated on either the gen-
eral or detailed forms.

Despite lower ratings for the detailed feedback
form, Groups 2 and 3, who used both the generaland
detailed feedback forms indicated a much higher
preference for the detailed feedback form . Seventy-

93% in Session 2, and 89% in

Figure 3. Accuracy of response corrections.

Session 3,

Figure 4 shows the number of
total praise statements, which
increased for all three groups
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one percent of Group 2 students and 90% of Group
3 students reported they preferred the detailed feed-
back form over the general feedback form.

The Groups diverged most when asked whose
feedback they found most helpful: their own self-
evaluation, their peers’ evaluation, or their
instructor’s evaluation. Group 1, who used only the
detailed feedback form, and Group 2, whoused both
forms, preferred their instructor’s feedback. How-
ever, Group 3, who had the least exposure to the
. detailed feedback form, preferred their peers’ evalu-

“ation on both the detailed and general feedback
forms.

The resources available for training in
Direct Instruction  procedures
supported effective preservice
preparation of teachers.

Class time used for simulated teaching sessions
amounted to approximately 4 hrs out of a total of 42
hrs. Time spent by the instructor evaluating each
videotape session for 44 students was about 6 hrs,
totaling 24 hrs across the

Figure 4. Number of total praise statements.

that the instructor pro-
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four sessions. This meant -




overall students who com-
Pleted the study. Secondly, there was no group who
Teceived only the general feedback so additiona]
findings on how their performance might differ
with no exposure to the detailed feedback form is
nof available. Finally, there was a lack of point-by-
point reliability on teaching behaviors, so concly-

considered,

Students seemed to exhibit mastery of
the presentation skills simply from
viewing the two series of training tapes
as evidenced by their almost perfect
performances for cues, pauses, and
signals across all the videotaped
sessions. ‘

Students seemed to exhibit mastery of the presen-
tation skills simply from viewing the two series of
training tapes as evidenced by their almost perfect
performances for cues, pauses, and signals across all
the videotaped sessions. The Presentation behay-
iors of using a verbai Cue, a brief pause, and a

Practicum students after several formal observa-
tions (Lignugaris /Kraft & Marchan d-Martella, 1993;
‘Marchand-Martella & Lignugaris/Kraft, 1992).
The training tapes provided clear definitions and
examples of each of the Presentation behaviors, There
were also opportunities for Students to practice with

scripts themselves than the other teaching behav-
iors which could only be practiced when there was -

another person to respond. The seripts the students

- used were explicit in terms of when and how cues,

pauses, and signals were to be made. These particu-
lar skills afso involved less on-the-spot decision
making than the use of corrections or praise. Fi-
nally, because these simulation sessions were with
children, fewer unanticipated
behaviors occurred, allowing the students to present
the scripts as Practiced. : ‘

The average number of total praise and
the proportion of specific praise
exhibited the greatest change “across
teaching behaviors,

The training tapesalso defined and gave examples

" of the four-step correction Procedures. Students’

percentage of accuracy for corrections wag high,
averaging from 81% to 93%, across the three groups
for three of the sessions, Again, these Percentages of
accuracy were similar to thoge obtained by class-
Toom practicum students (Lignugaris/Kraft &
Marchand-MartelIa, 1993; Marchand-MarteIla &
Lignugaris /Kraft, 1992) trained on-site. However,

Opportunities for practice or feedback on correc-
tions and the accuracy of corrections remained fairly
steady for all three groups, ‘

€ average number of tota] praise and the pro- )

portion -of specific praise exhibited the greatest
changeacross teaching behaviors, Lignugaris/Kraft

and Marchand-Martella’s training packet (1993) rec- 7

ommended that the Proportion of specific praise
reach at least 50%, All three groups 'exceeded this
criterion during the first videotaping session, but
their averages fell below 50%

of detailed feedback, scored the highest average
number of specific praise statements in the first
session (68%), but fell to levels lower than the other

- two groups (29% at lowest) and remained there for

the last three sessions, Groups 1 and 2 remained
stable at about 43%, Though the proportion of
specific praise did not stabilize at 50% or above, the
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for the three later
sessions. Group 3, which received the least amount .



average number of total praise statements increased
by almost 60% across all three groups. Students
were providing much more praise overall.

The average number of praise statements might
have been particularly high during the first video-
taping session because of the novelty for students of
teaching in front of their peers and the camera. It
was also the case that students had most recently
completed both series of training tapes and did not
view these tapes again during the remainder of the
course. As the course progressed, students may
have been more concerned about their presentation
behaviors than about the consequences they pro-

vided students, who were, after all, peers rather

thanrealchildren. Since the peers already responded
at high levels of accuracy, there may not have been
a need te provide numerous praise statements nor
any natural contingencies to the teachers for failing
to do so. .

Though students showed high levels
of accuracy in using Direct Instruction

- teaching skill in their first videotaping
sessions, the viewing of the tapes and
detailed feedback seemed to encourage
the maintenance of these high levels
across several sessions.

- Finally, students’ teaching performances mayhave
been of high quality because they were senior and
graduate level students in the last course of their
program. Thesestudents had completed coursework
in behavior analysis, classroom management, and
precision teaching, for example, which emphasized
attention to consistent antecedents and consequences.
Most of the students had also already successfully
completed student teaching in general education
classrooms and were experienced in presenting les-
sons.

When asked how students felt about the detailed
feedback compared to the general feedback, stu-

dents who had used both forms felt the general form ‘

was easier to use, that they were able to use the
general form better, and that the general form helped
their teaching more. However, when asked which
form they preferred, students overwhelmingly chose
the detailed feedback.. One explanation for this

could be that students engaged in this training pro- -

- gram learn to appreciate data; perhaps they felt the
complexity and depth of the detailed feedback was
more diagnostic and therefore more valuable in
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reinforcing their teaching skills. Students who used

- only the detailed feedback form rated its effect on

their teaching performance as highly as others rated
the general form. -

When asked whose feedback (self, peers’, or
instructor’s) was most helpful, students varied in
their responses. Students in Group 1, who received
only the detailed feedback, rated their instructor’s

evaluation as most helpful. This finding was similar

for students in Group 2, who received feedback on
the detailed form for 3 of their 4 sessions. However,
students in Group 3, who received mostly general
feedback, found their peers’ evaluation most help-
ful. Since Group 3 students received mostly general
feedback, their instructor’s evaluations were lim-
ited to a few written comments. On the other hand,
peer evaluations were given orally during the simu-
lation sessions as well as in writing. Tt could be that
the conversations a student could engage in with
peers actually provided more timely and specific

.information because peers could elaborate on their
*written comments, Since Group 3 students werenot

usually getting the detailed feedback form, they

might value the oral detail these conversations could

provide. '
Lignugaris/Kraft and Marchand-Martella (1993)

. suggested, “It is likely that student teachers who

participate in peer supervision improve communi-
cation skills that might be useful in training and
managing instructional aides ot providing feedback
to colleagues on their teaching” (316). Perhaps
students in Group 3 were successful in developing

- these communication skills and that might account

for the value those students placed on the feedback
their peers shared. It remains to be seen whether
long-term benefits will occur for all the students, but
the possibility encourages the continuation of the
use of these peer-feedback procedures.

A persistent problem in preservice instructional
programs is the failure of student teachers to trans-

fer skills taught in their college classrooms to the -

teaching arena (Peterson & Hudson, 1989). This
study does not reveal how well the Direct Instruc-
tion skills taught on a university campus may have
generalized to the real classroom because the stu-
dents were not followed up in their practicum place-
ments. It was actually the case that few of the
students were placed in student teaching sites where
Direct Instruction curricular materials were being

used because few were available in the local area,

The lack of such modeling and mentoring in
practicum classrooms may make it even more im-
portant that the Direct Instruction skills be applied
in the university setting to ensure overlearning that
might later generalize to the classroom.
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Though students showed high levels of accuracy
in using Direct Instruction teaching skill in their first
videotaping sessions, the viewing of the tapes and
detailed feedback seemed to encourage the mainte-
nance of these high levels across several sessions (as
evidenced in the use of specific praise). However,
further research would be necessary to determine if
the viewing of videotapes alone would supportsuch
maintenance.

- Thewithin-course simulations allowed

‘every student multiple opportunities
for self and peer evaluation as well as
instructor feedback; every student had
the experience of being a supervisor as
well as a trainee. o

The inclusion of videotaped teaching simulation
sessions required extra work from the instructor in
terms of arranging for media equipment, copying
forms and training materials, and providing class
time for these activities, However, relatively high
mastery of specific Direct Instruction skills were
reached. The within-course training resulted in
teaching performance comparable to that reported
by other researchers who carried out on-site class-
room. training (Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-
Martella, 1993; Marchand-Martella & Lignugaris/
Kraft, 1992) which probably required considerably
more supervision, travel time and expense. The
within-course simulations allowed every student
multiple opportunities for self and peer evaluation
as well as instructor feedback; every studenthad the
experience of being a supervisor as well asa trainee. ¢
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Reliability of Observations Done by
Cooperating Teacher Supervisors in a Direct
Instruction Practicum

Nancy E. Marchand-Martella
Eastern Washington University

Benjamin Lignugaris/Kraft
Utah State University -

- Abstract: We reported the use of n Direct Instruction observation instrument for use with preservice
teachers in previous investigations (Lignugaris/Kraft & Marchand-Martella, 1993; Marchand-
Martella & Lignugaris/Kraft, 1992) and sought to evaluate its use in this research using cooperating

teachers as supervisors across three quarters. Interobserver agreement data on the supervisors’ use
of the instrument were assessed in three ways from least to most sensitive including numerical score . S
agreement, agreement across rating categories, and frequency of teaching behaviors agreement.
Results indicated that when total scores were anglyzed, mean agreement with a university coordina-
tor was above 90% for each of the three quarters. When ratings across categories were analyzed,
cooperating teachers exhibited ngreement on 8 (67%) of the rating categories during quarters 1 and

¢ 3. Finally, for mean frequency agreement, the cooperating teachers exhibited agreement of 77% or
abouve on 20 of the 21 teaching behavior categories during quarter 3 (11 of the 21 categortes had amean
frequency agreement this high or higher during quarier 1). The results are discussed in relation to
recruiting cooperating teachers as independent supervisors responsible for teaching preservice

trainees Direct Instruction techniques.

Field-based supervision of preservice teacher
trainees involves observation of trainee performance,

" evaluation of trainee’s teaching (Showers, 1985),
- and feedback to improve targeted teaching behav-
iors (Englert & Sugai, 1983; Walker, 1978).. Fre-
quently, cooperating teachers are called upon to
assist with this supervision. Cooperating teachers
are an excellent resource for university faculty who
oftentimes have large supervision loads. Cooperat-
ing teachers usually have years of classroom experi-
ence from which to draw and arereadily available to
theé preservice teachers who are placed in their class-
rooms. However, cooperating teaches often have,

limited time available to learn how to use the obser- -
vation systems that are employed to evaluate and

provide feedback to preservice teachers.

When cooperating teachers are employed as su-
pervisors, agreement among observers is critical to
maintaining the integrity of the field-based program
(Demchak & Browder, 1987; Gassman, Lignugaris/
Kraft, & Marchand-Martella, 1991}. There is little
information, however, on the interobserver agree-
~ mentamong supervisors on teacher evaluation mea-
sures and the level of agreement acceptable for mak-
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ing various decisions (Agran, 1983; Rosenshine &
Furst, 1973), For example, in one study, Agran
found that the mean interobserver agreement across
chservers in each of three behavior categories was
higher than the total mean percent agreement on a.
teacher evaluation measure. Agran concluded that
this was acceptable since the primary purpose of his
observations was feedback to teachers'on their per-
formance in each of the defined categories of teach-~
ing behavior. In other situations, however, a global

' measure of teacher skill might be useful. For in-

stance, the student’s grade on a practicum observa-

‘tion might be based on the student’s overall perfor-

mance of selected teaching behaviors. In this situa-
tion, it would be important to have high overall

agreement among supervisors so student evalua-

tions are consistent regardless of the supervisor It
is likely that agreement among supervisors on glo-
bal measures of teaching skill might be achievable
with limited training. In contrast, agreement among
observers on the details of a teacher’s performance
would require more extensive training.

The purpose of this research was to examine the
interobserver agreement of minimally trained coop-




erating teacher supervisors with a university super-
visor on a Direct Instruction observation instrument
(Marchand-Martella, Lignugaris/Kraft, & Pettigrew,
1991). There are three kinds of data that might be
examined within this preservice teacher evaluation
system. First, frequency data are collected on se-
lected Direct Instruction teaching behaviors. Per-
centages of correct performance on each behavior
are then calculated. These data provide preservice
trainees with precise information about their teach-
ing. Second, for each teaching behavior perfor-
mance intervals are predetermined and the student
is assigned a weighted value or rating of 0,2, 3, or 4

based on the observed percentage score. The -

weighted value provides a more global picture of
each teaching behavior as compared to the percent-
age of correct performance calculated from the fre-

quency data. Third, a mean weighted value is calcu- -

ogy. The university coordinator completed one
course and practicum in:Direct Instruction and re-
ceived extensive training (approximately 25 hr) from
the firstauthorin Direct Inistruction supérvision and
in the use of the Direct Instruction observation sys-
tem (Marchand-Martella et al., 1991).
- Thepreservice teacher trainees wereundergradu-
ate students enrolled in a Direct Instruction course
and practicum which is required of all students in
the mild /moderate disabilities training program in
special education at Utah State University.
The Direct Instruction pPrograms used in this in-

vestigation included Reading Mastery 1 (Engelmann

- & Bruner, 1988a), IT (Engelmann & Brurer, 1988h), .
II (Engelmann & Hanner, 1988), and V (Engelmann,
Osborn, Osborm, & Zoref, 1984), Decoding B (Engel-
mann et al,, 1978) and C (Engelmann, Meyers,

lated to determine the student’s
observation grade. This provides

students with an overall evalua-

Table 1. Targeted Teaching Behaviors and.Deﬁnih'ons

tion of their teachin g. Teaching Behavior Abbreviated Definition '
Presentation: ‘ s
Method Cue Focus word, phrase, or question (e.g., “and,” “to-

Participants and Settings
Five cooperating teachers su-

pervised 14 preservice trainees Pause

in a Direct Instruction practicum Signal
across 3 academic quarters. Four

cooperating teachers supervised

one trainee each quarter; one co- REEI; gﬁ;es:
Operating teacher supervised two Individual

trainees for one quarter. They
‘had an average of 7.4 years of
teaching experience (range=2to

17 years), had worked with Address
Practicum students for an aver- .
age of 5.8 years (range=2to 10), Repeat

and had used Direct Instruction
programs in their classrooms for
an average of 6 years (range = 2
to 10). Three cooperating teach-
ershad their masters degree, and
two teachers had their bachelors
degree. Alj cooperating teach-

Model
Test

" ers served in elementary school Specific
resource rooms. ‘
A university coordinator General

served as the reliability observer
in this investigation. She was
completing course work for a
masters degree in special educa-
tion, having completed her un-
dergraduate degree in psychol-

gether,” “what word?,” “next word,” “get ready,”
“What did the woman buy?”) provided as indicated
by program format oras specified by classroom teacher.
At least 1-2 5 waiting time after cue and before signal.
Hand, touch, or auditory response presented byteacher -
which indicates a pupil response. '

Group résponds"si.multaneouély and correctly.
Pupil responds after the cue and’ correct answer is
given. ' '

Signal Error Correction:

Tell group what they have to do (e.g., “I've got to hear
everyone,” “You have to wait unhl I signal”).

Present original presentation (cue, pause, signal) to
group. - ‘ , : :

Response Error Correction:

State correct response to pupils).
Present original presentation to group (viacue, pause,
signal) or to individual (via cue). '

Praise Statements:

Precise statement(s) that reflect a positive response to
a desired behavior (e.g., “Good job saying ‘mother’”).
Global or broad statement(s):that reflect a positive
response to a desired behavior (e:g., “Good”).

Response Rate Per Minute:

Number of group and individual responses and re-
peats and tests divided by the total number of minutes
of observation. '
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Johnson, & Carnine, 1978), and Corrective Math-
ematics/Subtraction (Engelmann & Carnine, 1981).

Targeted Teaching Behaviors

In this practicum, trainees were taught a number
of small group instructional procedures. The tar-
geted teaching behaviors and definitions for each
behavior are listed in Table 1. (A complete list of the
operational definitions can be obtained by writing
to the authors).

Data Collection and Feedback Forms

Cooperating teacher supervisors used three forms
to record trainee performance and to provide writ-
ten feedback to their trainees. The first form (see
Appendix 1) was used to record the frequency of
correct and incorrect teaching behaviors by trainees.
On the second form (grade form, see Appendix 2},
supervisors calculated an observation grade based
on the percentage of correct teaching behaviors.
Grades were assigned using a two-step process.
First, supervisors assigned a weighted value from 0

to 4 based on the percentage of correct teaching
behaviors. Second, a mean rating was calculated by
summing the ratings across the various categories
and dividing by the total number of categories, The
mean rating was then converted to a letter grade.
The conversion table is shown in Table 2.

On the third form (see Appendix 3), supervisors
provided written feedback to trainees about their
teaching performance. Each observation category
was listed on the written feedback form (e.g., pre-
sentation, error corrections). A space was provided
below each category to indicate what the trainee did
well and to describe techniques the trainee needed
to improve. The grade form and written feedback

. form were copied on carbonized paper so that the
supervisor could give one copy to the student and
one copy to the cooperating teacher. ‘

Data Collection and Recording Procedures .
Supervisors conducted graded (formal) observa-
tions for each trainee four times during the 10-week
quarter. The formal observations included at least6
' minutes of data collec-

Table 2 Targeted Teaching Behavior Ratings and Grade Conversions tion, completion of a
grade form, and
Teaching Behaviors Percentages for the following ratings: completion of a writ-
4.0 3.0 2.0 0.0 ten feedback form (see
Presentation : Appendix 4). Addi-
o o o o tionally, participants
g:irszctzg;es,i 1 90-100%  80-89.9%  79-79.9% 0-69.9% | .on ducted nongraded
‘ gna (informal) observa-
Pupil Responses: tions during the weeks
Group 65-859%  55-64.9%  44-54.9%  0-43.9% | when formal observa-
or or or tions were not con-
86-91.9%  92-99.9% 100% ducted. Informal ob-
. ‘ servations included
Signal and Relsponse watching the trainees
Error Corrections: and collecting data (if
Correct Address, desired) as well as com-
Repeat, Model, pleting a written feed-
& Test- (g5 errors) 80-100% - 50-79.9% 0-49.9% | back form. At the be-
(6 errors) 90-100% 80-89.9%  70-79.9% 0-69.9% ginning of the quarter,
Praise Statements: ] all supervisors were
Total Specific 50-100%  45-49.9%-  0-44.9% 0-39.9% | given a calendar with
Correct Specific : highlighted informal
and General 90-100%  80-89.9%  70-79.9%  0-69.9% | andformalobservation
time periods.
Response Rate: >9 7-8.9 5-6.9 0-4.9
) ) Supervisor Training
Total Score Grade Conversion Total Score Grade Conversion Training of supervi-
3.85-4.00 A 2.33-2.66 C+ sors was conducted by
3.67-3.84 A- 2.00-2.32 C the university coordi-
3.33-3.66 B+ 1.67-1.99 C- nator who assisted in
3.00-3.32 B 1.22-1.66 D+ the development of the
2.67-2,99 B- 1.00-1.32 D data collection and
48 ErrecTive ScHooL Pracrices, 16(4), Fair, 1997




féedback forms. The cooperating teachers learned
to use the data collection / feedback system during a

- 2-hr workshop provided by the university coordina-

~ tor. During this workshop, the university coordina-
tor gave the ‘cooperating teachers a Packet that in-
cluded the Direct Instruction definitions and scor-
ingprocedures, the datacollection instrument, grade
form, and written feedback form. The purpose of
each of these forms was explained to the teachers;
examples of data were Provided, tallied, and frans-
ferred to the grade form to ensure that the teachers
could complete the forms on their own. Following
these demonstrations, teachers watched a videotape
that included various teaching interactions, scored

Practicum student for one quarter. The university
coordinator conducted one observation with coop-
erating teachers and provided feedback to them on
theirimplementation of the observation system. After
this quarter of Supervision, the teachers were asked
to attend a 1-hr review session, During this sessjon,
all procedures were reviewed before beginning this
evaluation. Four of the cooperating teachers super-
vised trainees in two subsequent academic quarters,
Prior to beginning Supervision each quarter, the
cooperating teachers attended an additional 1-hr
review session,

Interobserver Agreement

. The Direct Instruction observation system devel-
oped by Marchand-Martella et al. (1991) was con-
structed to provide detailed information on the fre-
quency of certain teaching behaviors which, in turn,
‘would be converted into ratings, followed by a total
observation score, Thus, the preservice teacher train-
ees would receive an observation score based on
data, rather than the impressions of the supervisor.
Given the three-part construction of this system, we
wanted to determine how reliable supervisors would
be with the university coordinator across levels of
analysis, ‘

Three levels of interobserver agreement were ex-
amined with cooperating teacher supervisors. First,
total score agreement was calculated using the over-
all ratings from the grade form. This caleulation
involved adding the overall ratings calculated by
the university coordinator. Then, the smaller num-
ber was divided by the larger number and multi-
plied by 100 for the percentage of total score agree-
ment.

Second, agreement on individual ratings was cal-.

culated: Agreements were scored when the coopér-
ating teacher and university supervisor recorded

the same rating, Ratings that differed were scored as
disagreements. For each teaching behavior, the total
number of agreements across supervisors were dj-
vided by the total number of agreements plus dis-
agreements.

Finally, frequency agreement was calculated for
each teaching behavior on the data collection instru-
ment. The percentage of agreement for each teach-
ing behavior {e.g., correct cues) was calculated by
counting the number of Iesponses recorded by the
bboperaﬁ:ng teacher and the number of responses
recorded by the university coordinator. The smaller
frequency was then divided by the larger frequency
and multiplied by 100 for percentage of agreement.

»

Results and Discussion

Total Score Agreement ,

The most global measure of interobserver agree-
ment involved the comparison of numerical scores
which converted to letter grades and were used as a
means of assessing trainees’ overal] performance.
Mean total score agreement between the university
coordinatorand cooperating teachers was 94%, (range

91% to 100%). This level of reliability was main-

tained in subsequent academic quarters with mini-
mal additional training (quarter 2 = 95%; quarter 3 =
91%). The high reliability figures obtained in the
global measure of agreement suggest that cooperat-
ing teachers are in general agreement with the ynj-

versity coordinator in terms of the grades assigned

to preservice trainees. Thus, even though cooperat-
ing teachers received minimal training, that training
was sufficient for determining grades that were
consistent with a university coordinator’s grades;
however, it is not sufficient for providing feedback
to students. That is, one observer’s data might
indicate that the student is deficientin presentation
skills and provides excellent corrections. The sec-

- ond observer might record data that suggests the

opposite. In either situation, the student would
receive similar total scores and letter grades from
the two observers,

Rating Agreement

The second measure of interobserver agreemeént
involved agreement with the university supervisor
on the weighted values on the rating form. This
measure is more sensitive than comparing tptal score
agreement and is the minimal level of reliabjlity
required to determine if the two observers are gen-
erally agreeing on the quality of the teaching ski]l
addressed in each category. Table 3 shows the
number of rating agreements between the unijver-
sity coordinator and cooperating teachers for each

_
ErrecTIvVE ScHoor Pracrices, 16(4), Faii, 1997 49



: : . . . . the other supervisor

Table 3. Number of Rating Agreements for Cooperating Teacher Supervisors. may record 3 out of 5

~ - Instructional Component Quarter1-  Quarter 2 Quarter 3 (60%) correct tests on
 Cue ' 5/5 4/4 4/4 response errors. Both
Pause : _ 5/5 4/4 4/4 supe‘rvisors Yvould
Signal a 5/5 3/4 4/4 Provide a weighted
Group Responses 3/5 3/4 4/4 rating of 1, h.owever,
Address - /5 274 2/4 one supervisor re-
Repeat | 45 174 1/4 corded nine times

" Model : 3/5 2/4 0/4 IMOore response errors
Test . ‘ 4/5 2/4 4/4 than the other ob-
Specific Praise 5/5 1/4 1/4 v F e;dbfckp“”
Correct Specific Praise 5/5 4/4 4/4 gl ; d to tl‘i rau;e es
Correct General Praise 3/5 4/4 4/4 fj:; vginll piol‘;naagis
Pacing 5/5 4/4 4/4 indicate remediation
- on the same behav-
teaching behavior. iors. The intensity of the problem, however, maynot

In quarter 1, at least 4 of the 5 cooperating teach-
ers’ ratings were the same as the university
coordinator’s rating in 8 of the rating categories. In
general, these rating agreements were repeated in
subsequent academic quarters. In quarter 1, low
agreement (less than 4 cooperating teachers agreed
with the university coordinator) was obtained on
group responses, initiating signal and response er-
ror corrections (addresses, models), and correct gen-
eral praise. Further analysis of the low agreement
ratings was conducted to determine whether rating
discrepancies were small (i.e., differed by one rat-
ing—0 to 2 [recall there is no “1” rating], 2 to 3, or 3

- tod) orlarge (i.e., differed by more than one rating—
0to3,2t04,0r0to4). Cooperating teachers had 14
rating discrepancies out of 60 ratings recorded
(23.3%). Of these discrepancies, the cooperating
teachers had 11 (78.6%) small discrepancies with the
university coordinator and 3 (21.4%) large discrep-
ancies (2 ratings) with the university coordinator.
Twolargediscrepancies occurred in rating addresses
on signal errors and one large discrepancy occurred
in rating trainee’s correct general praise. The same
general pattern of rating agreements was observed
for cues, pauses, signals, correct specific praise, and
pacing in academic quarter 2 and 3. In these quar-
ters, the number of agreements across supervisors

on group responses and correct general praise im-
- proved steadily. In contrast, rating agreements on’

- the implementation of error correction procedures
- and correct specific praise decreased.,
While weighted ratings provide general informa-
tiononareas of strength and weakness ofa preservice
. trainee, they provide no information on the fre-
- quency thata targeted skill is performed correctly or
- incorrectly. For example, one supervisor may record
27 out of 45 (60%) correct tests on TeSponse errors;
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be reflected in the supervisor’s feedback. One su-
pervisor may see error corrections as less of a prob-
lem as compared to another supervisor.

Frequency Agreement on Data Collection
Instrument '

Themostsensitivemeasure ofinterobserver agree-
ment in this data collection system was frequency
agreementacross teaching behaviors, Table 4 shows
these frequencies across cooperating teacher super-
visors. :

For presentation (cue, pause, signal) and group
and individual responses, mean frequency agree-
ments across supervisors and across quarters were
above85%. For signalerror corrections, mean agree-
ments on correct and total addresses and repeats
ranged from 49% to 65% in quarter 1. A greement on
the frequency of correct and total addresses and
repeats improved in subsequent quarters, Agree-
ment on the frequency of correct repeats, however,
did not show steady improvement over time. For
response error corrections, mean percentages of
agreement ranged from 69% to 75% in quarter 1.
Agreement between cooperating teachers and the
university coordinator on correct models and tests
showed steady improvement, while agreement on
the total number of models and tests showed less
improvement. When correctand total specific praise
statements were assessed in quarter 1, mean agree-
ments were approximately 77%. This agreement

_ level remained stable in subsequent quarters. Ini-

tially, mean agreements were much lower on gen-
eral praise statements (39%). Substantial improve-
ment was made in this agreement to indices to 85%:
in quarter 3. Finally, mean agreement on response
rate ranged between 89% and 96% in all quarters.
In quarter 1 the university coordinator recorded




Table 4. Mean Frequency Agreements for Cooperating Teacher Supervisors. :ll;eas:::aifoocfezl-sg I;:;et;:i
Instructional Component Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 repetitions (tests and re-
. o . peats) than the cooperat-
Correct Cue 88 A:u 89 A:o 94 A:u ing teachers; the frequency
(range) o . 76-95% 82-95% 90-99% discrepancy on total gen-
Total Cue " 87% 89% 94% eral praise was an average
(range) 76-95% 82-95% - 90-99% of 6.4 occurrences. By
Correct Pause 86-% 87% 9% Tearier 3 the frequency
) 72-95% 68-97% 87-99% o repancy on acdresses,
(range models, and trial repeti-
Total Pause 86% ‘ B7% 192% tionsbetween cooperating
(range) © . 72-95% 68-97% © 87-99% teachers and the univer-
Correct Signal | 88% 87% 92% :"IitY coordinator was re-
(range) 73-99% . 68-99% 87-99% ucedtoanaverageof1,19
Total Signal 86% 87% ‘929 | Occurrences, and the fre-
o . : . ~quency discrepancy on to-
(range) 78-95% 68-99% B87-99%  tal general praise was re-
Total Group 899, 87% - 929, ' duce.d te 2.75 occurrences.
(range) 82-95% - 68-99% 87-99% | lefhn th; limited train-
Total Individual 92% 85% 95% AR ‘j:g";l:g:riﬁy
(range) | . 75-100% 76-100% B5-100% high agreement between
Correct Address 55% 65% 77% ‘| thecooperatingteacher su-
(range) S 38-73% 50-92% © 60-92% pervisors and the univer-
Total Address o 65% 57% 85% b e sinator. This: may
range 47-94% 33-93% 60-100% € ane to the structure
(range) ; ' ° ‘ nature of the Direct In-
Correct Repeat 49% 62% 58% struction system. Interest-
(range) 44-83% 33-86%  50-90% ingly, interobserver agree-
Total Repeat 63% 55% 83% ment in areas such as cor-
(range) - 46-85% 30-86% 60-100% rect models and general
praise improved across
Correct Model 75% ' 94% 90% 7 quarters with addibonal
(range) 22-100% 82-100% 78-100% supervision practice, Dur-
Total Model 71% 83% 78% ing quarter 1, supervisors
(range) 25-91% 47-100% . 55-90% who had fewer years ex-
erience with Direct In-
LCorrect Test 69%0 64%u 77%‘: gmction program (n = 2)
{range) 18-91% 25-79 ﬁ’ 55-90% had the highest reliability
Total Test . 71% 73% 78% indices on correct models
- (range) 18-91% 32-95% 55-90% (90%; 100%) and general
- . o o : praise (53%; 75%). In quar-
Correct Specific Praise | 78% . 76% ] 80%0 _ ter2, the cooperating teach-
(range) . 58-100% 45-100% 71-100% ers with more Direct In-
Total SpECi.fiC Praise 77% 75% 80% struction experience (n- ==
~ (range) - 4B8-100% 45-95% 71-100% 3) improved their reliabil-
Correct General Praise 39% 71% 87% ;gpg?xggigltyn;%dnzlsa:g
(range) . 25—7l:5 %o '58-8DO Yo 71-9:1 Yo their reliability on correct
Total General Praise 39 /nu 67 /uu 85 A:D general praiseby 36%. This
(ra.nge) ) 22-80% 54-80 /_o 65-94% improvement con tinued
Response Rate 93% 89% 96% into th? .th_u'd qua'liter }f f
(range) 88-99% 85-96% 95-100% supervision. While the
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more experienced cooperating teachers were excel-
lent instructors, it is possible that they needed to
learn more than the less experienced teachers to
become reliable observers. Both of the experienced
_ Direct Instruction teachers had fo adjust to. new
.terminology (e.g., cue, pause and signal for focus,
prepare and touch; signal errors) and to diserimi-
nate the components of an instructional system that,
for them, was second nature. In contrast, the less
-experienced cooperating teachers had completed
their training program within the last 4 years and
were familiar with current Direct Instruction termi-
- nology and the instructional components of the sys-
tem. Problem areas that persisted included signal
error addresses, trail repetitions, and tests. More
practice with examples and nonexamples of these
teaching behaviors and feedback on recording reli-
ability may be warranted. : ‘
Information was also provided to cooperatmg

teachers on how to provide feedback to trainees on .

the written feedback form. However, the university
coordinator ‘did not complete a written feedback
form during reliability observations; therefore, reli-
ability could not be obtained on the similarity of
feedback across cooperating teacher supervisors.
Future research should include the analysis of per-
formance feedback across cooperating teachers since
it is possible to be highly reliable with a university
coordinator, but unable to pinpoint and summarize
positive and corrective feedback for the trainee.

Interestingly, Osnes, Stokes, and Schwartz (1988)

found that supervisors who received minimal train-
ing provided effective feedback to staff, despite
lower interobserver agreement scores, which was
comparable to staff who had received extensive

training. Although interobserver agreement was

lower for these supervisors, Osnes et al. indicated

that it was acceptable in terms of providing a basis

for giving feedback and changing behavior.
Cooperating teachers can be a valuable addition

to a university practicum and can serve effectively

as supervisors using observation systems that ad-
dressrelativelybroad performanceintervals for train-
ees. However, more intensive training would be
needed to fine-tune the cooperating teachers’ skills,
especially in regard to error corrections and praise,
statements (i.e., taking data on the frequency of the,
targeted skills). Cooperating teachers bring a wealth'
of experience to the practicum, and it may.be that
these skillsbridge the gap when minimal training on
an observation system is provided.

Future teacher educators should consider using’

cooperating teachers as independent supervisors in
- highly structured practica. Overall, they alleviate
the pressure of one university faculty member ob-
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serving 20 to 25 students and can provide more one-
on-one instruction for students needing extra assis-
tance. (Appendmles follow on pages 54-57. ) 4
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The Association for Direct Instruction is pleased to announce the following intensive
DI training conferences. These events will provide comprehensive fraining presented
by some of the most skilled trainers in the world. Plan now and save these dates!

Southeast Direct Instruction Conference
June 15-17 « Radisson Plaza Hote] e Orlando, Florida

Mountai_n States Direct Instruction Conference
July 13-15 e Olympia Park Hotel & Conference Center = Park City, Utah

‘14th Atlantic Coast Conference on Effective Teaching and Direct Instruction
~ July 20-22 ¢ Pikesville Hilton Hotel o Baltimore, Maryland

24th Annual National Direct Instruction Conference at Eugene
Also includes the following 5-day Institutes:
Becoming a Direct Instruction Trainer B Essentials of Coaching B Issues in Implementation
and Supervision
July 26-July 30 Eugene Hilton Hotel o Eugene, Oregon .

The Third Midwest Direct Instruction Conference
August 5-7 ¢ Holiday Inn-Mart Plaza » Chicago, Illinois

The Second Canadian Direct Instruction Conference
August 10-12 » Toronto Marriott Eaton Center o Toronto, Ontario

ADI PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440
Phone 1.800.995.2464 e Fax 541.683.7543 o e-mail brywick@efn.org
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Appendix 1,

Toeacher Date Observer Program

Direct Instruction Observation Form  Rev.6/25/91

40 3936 37 36 35 3433 32313029 26 2726:252423222120 19 18 1716 151413121110 9 87 65 43 2 ¥ cue
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Aououmuﬂumum 3433323130202827262524232221201918171615141312111098 765 4321
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151413121110 987 65 4 3.2 |
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. o ]
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| ‘ | 1
4039038373635 343332313029282726252423222120 191817161514 131215t09 B8 7654321 Tast m et
T - [::]
403938373635 3433323130292682726252423222120 1911716151413 1234110 98 7 6 5 4 3 2 | Ratest

Specific .
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- —
_mm.a_‘n__ T
- ) o 1‘

Genoral
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Harking Legend : Group Sfze Stop Tima

Hark through © ($) [1,2,3,..] = Corract Occurrance . Group Arr Ves Ho Stort Time Marchand-Martella,
Herk through # (33 [1,2,3,..] = Incorrect Dccurrence o Hinutas LignugarigKraft &
For bshaviors, raecord {/) for occurrence Z of RaGponses Responso Rate - Peltigrew, 1990
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[75]
. i
Formelfintermel [ Direct Instruction Observetion Form Rev. 6/25/91
Teachor Date _ Observer ____ Progrem ______ - ey
; o ) ) o
s Cue ! 23 4567809 _c:.n_uz_u_n._ﬂ_nEnon_unuunh»mnunqumnuuou,unuuuaumunuqumuahc =
[ ey . - 3
@R . -
.mm Peuse 31 23 456 7.89 101 121314151617 18 _m»on_uu»unanm.nnu?nnnouou_uuuuuaumumuuuwuoho rm
@ Wb |II
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SN e | il o
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Appendix 3.

(—F;mlmn-fm ‘ N ) . RCV< '”151\
1234 GENERAL COMMENTS |

TEACHER DATE : ‘
OBSERVER : PROGRAM ATTENDANCE Yes No

Presentation - Did well - .

Work on -

Responses - Did well -

Work on -

Correction - Did well -

Work on - : . ' Retests: Yes No NA

Praige - Did well -

' Waork on -

Did the teacher pet 100% correct responding from pupils prior to moving to the next section? yes mno

Commén!s based on checklist -
' . . " Morchond-Marwelia, LignugarisiKroft & Pecsigrow, 1991 U
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Appendix 4,

l’a:n-mnl.l!n!2 3murul DIRECT INSTRUCTION RATING FORM Rev. 672541
1 4 :
Teacher A DI Program
Observer . Date
. Rating Comments
Qb.iecﬁva xfy = % [ Score Scale
1. Teacher Presentation . 50-100% = (4.0)
® Cusg - ; ! = 80-89.9% = (3.0)
"o Paugs : T = 70-79.9% = (2.0)
* Signal : /| m BEIPI’ 65.9% = (0)
2. Pupi) Responses 65-85.9% = (4.0)
@ Group responses I = 55-64.9 or 86-91.9% = (3.0)
- 44-54.9 ar 92-99.9% = (2.0)
" |Below 43.9 or 100% = (0)
3 mhﬂ-gmm Ifi of fever ermors:
® Signal Errory B0-100% = (4.0)
® (2) Address /| = 50- 799% = (2.0)
* (b) Repeat _ ‘ [ = Below 45.9% = (0)
¢ Response Errors . If § or mare erron:
© {8) Model/Lead (Carrective Math) ! = ~ | H0-100% = (4.0
*®)Test = [B0-899% = (.0)
70-799% = (2.0)
Below 69.9% = (0)
4. Teacher Praise 50% and sbove = (4.0)
* Specific praise statements ! = 145-49.9% = (3.0)
40-44.9% = (2.0)
e - - — o — - d . Below 39.9% = (0)
. @ Correet specific praise stat=ments [ _= :&;9?; : gg;
@ Conrest generel praive stazements = 10-799% « Q2.0
‘ Below 69.9% = (0)
3. Prcing ' /. 9 + shove = (4.0)
* One word/number respouse “ 7-8.9 = (3.0}
3-6.9 = (2.0)
0-4.9 = (0)
© Multi responses ! = S md thove = (4.0)
4-49 = (3.0)
{3-39 = (2.0)
Below29 = (0)
Rating/Grads Corvermiong
IBI400=A  233-266=C+ ‘ + . = =
J671-334=A- 200-232=2C - - —
333-3.65xB+ L6L1.9=C. Total Rating ‘ Obscrvation . Observation
3.00332=B  1.33-1.66=D+ . Raiing Grlde'
267-299eB.  100-132xD Marchand-Martalls, LignugarisEraft & Pottigre, 1991
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CONTRIBUTOR’S GUIDELINES

Effective School Practices provides practitio-
ners and decision-makers with the latest research
and development news on effective teaching tools
and practices. The journal emphasizes practical
knowledge and products that have proven superior
through scientific testing. Readers are invited to
contribute to several different columns and de-
partments that will appear regularly:

FROM THE FIELD: Submit letters describing your |

thrills and frustrations, problems and successes,
and so on. A number of experts are available who
~may be able to offer helpful solutions and recom-
mendations to persons seeking advice.

NEWS: Report news of interest to ADI’s member-
ship
SUCCESS STORIES: Send your stories about suc-
cessful instruction. These can be short, anecdotal
pieces. :
PERSPECTIVE: Submit critiques and perspective
-essays about a theme of current interest, such as:
school restructuring, the ungraded classroom, co-
. operative learning, site-based management, learn-
ing styles, heterogeneous grouping, Regular Ed Ini-
. Hative and the law, and so on.

-~ RESEARCH STUDIES: Present data from your

‘classroom or the results of scientific research. The

“data should guide other practitioners and decision-

makers in evaluating alternative options for school -
reform. s '

TRANSLATING RESEARCH INTO PRACTICE
Integrate a larger body of empirical research into a
defined practice thatcan be implemented in schools.

BOOK NOTES: Review a book of interest to mem-
bers. ' '

NEW PRODUCTS: Descriptions of new products
that are available will be featured. Send the de-
scription with a sample of the product or a research
report validating 'its effectiveness. Space will be
given only to products that have been field-tested
and empirically validated.

LIST OF DEMONSTRATION SITES: We wish to
maintain an on-going list of school sites with exem-
plary implementations and impressive student out-
comes. Submit the name of the exemplary school or
classrooms, the names of the programs being imple-
mented, and contact information so that visitations
may be arranged. - - B

TIPS FOR TEACHERS: Practical, short products
that a teacher can copy and use immediately. This

might be advice for solving a specific but pervasive -
' problem, a data-keeping form, a single format that - - -
would successfully teach something meaningfuland .. Ll
- impress teachers with the effectiveness and clever-- .- - -
ness of Direct Instruction. - IR

MANUSCRIPT PREPARATION

- Authors should prepare manuscripts according to
" the third revised edition of the Publication Manual of
the American Psychological Association, published in
- 1983. Copies may be ordered from: Order Depart-
. ment : .
American Psychological Association
1200 Seventh St., N.W.
- Washington, DC 20036
Send an electronic copy, if possible, with a hardcopy
of the manuscript, Indicate the name of the word-
_processing program you use. Save drawings and
figures in separate files. Electronic copy should
replace text that is underlined according to the APA
format, with italic text.

" Ilustrations and Figures: Please send drawings or
figures in a camera-ready form, even though you
may also include them in electronic form,

58 ErrecTIVE ScriooL Practices, 16(4), Fart, 1997

Completed manuscripts should be sent to:
. . Bonnie Grossen, Ph.D.
Editor, Effective School Practices
PO Box 10252
Eugene, OR 97440 7 .
Acknowledgement of receipt of the manuscript will
be sentby mail. Articlesareinitially screened by the
editor for content appropriateness. Then sent out

- for review by peers in the field.: These reviewers

may recommend acceptance as is, fevision without .
further review, revision with a subsequent review,
or rejection. The author is usually notified about the
status of the article within a 6- to 8-week period. If
the article is published, the author will receive five
complimentary copies of the issue in which his or
her article appears. ‘ '




Videotapes on the Direct Instruction Model

Aren’t You Sp-eciai-—25 minutes. Motivational talk by Linda Gibson, Principal at a school in Columbus; Ohio.
Successful with DI, in spite of minimal support. Keynote from 1997 Natjonal Di Conference. Price: $15.00

Effective Teaching: It's in the Nature of the Task—25 minutes. Bob Stevens, expert in cooperative learning
from Penn State University, describes how the type of task to be taught impacts the instructional delivery

method. Keynote from 1897 National DI Genference., Price: $15.00

One More TIme—20 minutes, Closing from 1997 National DI Conference One of Engelmann's best motivational
talks. Good for those already using DI, this is sure to make them know what they are doing is the right choice,
for teachers, students and our future. Price: $15.00

Direct Instruction In Action—45 minutes. This tape is a series of student, parent, teacher and administrator
testimonials about the use of DI, and many examples of Direct Instruction being used across the country with a
wide range of learners, A good tape for anyone who needs to know what DI looks like and why it works, Price:
$45.00 : ‘

Ksynotes from 22nd National DI Conference—2 hours. Ed Schaefer speaks on “DI-What it is and Why It
Works,” an excellent introductory talk on the efficiency of DI and the sensibility of research based programs.
Doug Carnine’s talk "Get it Straight, Do it Right, and Keep it Straight” is a call for people to do what they already
know works, and not to abandon sensible approaches in favor of “innovations"” that are recycled fads, Siegiried
Engelmann delivers the closing “Words vs. Deeds” in his usual inspirational manner, with a plea to teachers not

_to get worn down by the weight of a system ihat at times does not reward excellence as it should. Price: $25.00

- Keynotes from the 1995 Conference—2 hours. Titles and speakers include: Anita Archer, Professor Emeritus,
San Diego State University, speaking on “The Time Is Now" (An overview of key features of DI); Rob Horner,
Professor, University of Oregon, speaking on "Effective Instruction for All Learners:” Zig Engelmann, Professor,
University of Oregon, speaking on “Truth or Consequences.” Price: $25.00

Keynote Presentations from the 1994 20th Anniversary Conference—2 hours. Titles and speakers include: -
"Jean Osborn, Associate Director for the Center for the Study of Reading, University of {llinois, speaking on
“Direct Instruction: Past, Present & Future;” Sara Tarver, professor, University of Wisconsin-Madison, speaking
‘on “l have a Dream That Someday We Will Teach All Children;" Zig Engelmann, Professor, University of Oregon,
speaking on "So Who Needs Standards?” Price: $25.00

An Evening of Tribute to Siegfried Engelmann—2.5 hours. On July 26, 1995, 400 of-Zig Engelmann's friends,
: admirers, colleagues, and protégés assembled to pay tribute to the “Father of Direct Instruction.” The Tribute
tape features Car] Bereiter, Wes Becker, Barbara Bateman, Cookie Bruner, Doug Carnine, and Jean Osbom~the
pioneers of Direct Instruction-and many other program authors, paying tribute to Zig. Price: $25.00

Challenge of the 90’s: Higher-Order thinking—45 minutes, 1990. Overview and rationale for Direct Instruction
strategies. Includes home-video footage and Follow Through. Price: -$10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Follow Through: A Bridge to the Future—p2 minutes, video, 1992. Direct Instruction Dissemination Center,
Wesley Elementary School in Houston, Texas, demonstrates approach. Principal, Thaddeus Lott, and teachers
are interviewed and classroom footage is shown. Created by Houston Independent School District in
coltaborative paitnership with Project Follow Through. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Where It All Started—45 minutes. Zig teaching kindergarten children for the Engelmann-Bereiter pre-school in the
60's. These minority children demonstrate mathematical understanding far beyond normal developmental
expectations. This acceleration came through expert teaching from the man who is now regarded as the “Father
of Direct Instruction,” Zig Engelmann. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Direct Instruction—black and white, 1 hour, 1978. Overview and rationale for Direct Instruction compiled by
Haddox for University'of Oregon College of Education from footage of Project Follow Through and Eugene
Classrooms. Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only), ‘

Corrective Reading: Decoding B1, B2, C—4 hours, 38 minutes + practice time.. Pilot video training tape that
~ includes an overview of the Corrective Serigs, placement procedures, training and practice on each partof a
~ decoding lesson, information on classroom management / reinforcement and demonstrations of lessons (off-
camera responses). Price: $25.00 per tape (includes copying costs only).

Order from ADI
VISA of Mastercard accepted
Call 1-800-995-2464
ADI, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440
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Order Back issues/Monogfaphs on Importani Themes

Pastissues of Effective School Practices and ADI News ars available for purchasa. Start building your collection today.

Pricing is as follows:
Number of copies Price each Shipping
I $5.00 3.00 .
2-5 $4.00 4.00
6-10 $3.50 5.00
11-20 $3.00 7.00
21+ $2.00 .50¢ per copy

- Write the issus number(s) and guantity you want

and sand your order with payment to:

ADI
- PO Box 10252

Eugene, OR 97440

You may order by phone using VISA o
Mastercard. .
Phone 1.800.995.2464

What Was That Project Follow Through?
- Effective School Practices, Winter, 1996, Volume 15, No. 1

ABSTRACT: Find out about the largest, most expensive

educational experiment in history. What were the results?
Why weren’t they publicized? Inthehistory of education, -

noeducational model haseverbeen doucmented toacheive
such positive results with such consistency across somany
variable sites as Direct Instruction.

Planning for a Direct Instruction Implementation

Effective Sc_}toal Practices, Summer, 1995, Volume 14, No. 3
ABSTRACT: Aworkbook and guidelines providea frame-
work for planning a Direct Instruction implementation.
The planning stages include: 1. Feasibility planning (Does

the school have the support and resources to begina DI -

implementation?), 2. Setting specific school policies (What
policy changes regarding grouping and scheduling, re-
port cards and discipline, inclusion and evaluation,
substitutes and so on, need to be made?), 3. Deciding on
the scope of the first year’s implementation (Given the
support and limitations, what level of implementation
should the school schedule for the first year?), 4. Budget
planning (What will the DI implementation cost?). A full
.set of placement tests for Reading Mastery, Reasoning and
Writing, Spelling Mastery, and Connecting Math Concepis
are included. The planning guide is particularly appro-
priate for the school administrator or leader.

Handbook fof Grassroots Reformi ‘ :
Effective School Practices, Winter 1995, Volume 14, No. 1

ABSTRACT: An article by Russell Worrall.and Doug

Carnine describes the problem to solve: the irrationality of

top-downeducational decision-making. Individualschool
communities that wish to use a more rational process are
provided with reference materials and guides for estab-
lishing bottom-up reform, particularly in the selection of
the teaching practices and tools (textbooks, technology,
media, software, and so on). A Handbook for Site Coun-
cils to use to improve schools guides local site councils in
obtaining reliable information about what works, that is,
site councils should select validated practices and tools or
cautiously monitor the implementation of unvalidated
practices. Reliable information is usually available in the
form of research studies. Because research is often mis-
used and abused, a guide for using research to identify
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superior teaching practices and tools is also provided.

Twenty Years of Effective Téaching
Effective School Practices, Fall 1994, Volutne 13, No. 4

ABSTRACT: Two keynote addresses by Sara Tarver and
Jean Osborn at the summer conference provide an over-
view of the history of Direct Instruction. Headline news
articles featuring Direct Instruction and /or disappointing
results from trendy approaches are reprinted. An ex-
change of letters between a Montana parent and the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics highlights
. issues regarding school adoption of unproven, faddish
methods, textbooks, and philosophies, The NCTM is
unable to provide evidence that the teaching methods
they promote improve learning. NCTM claims there are
no measures that assess the kinds of outcomes they wish
to achieve. They expect to have a guide for assessment
published in 1995, 4 years after the guide for teaching
practice was published. The Montana parent argues that
the assessment should be used to evaluate the practices
before they are promoted nationwide. o

OBE and World Clagg Standards
Effective School Practices, Summer 1994, Volume 13, No. 3

ABSTRACT: This issue is a critique of outcome-based
education. Criticisms from educational researchers and
from the American Federation of Teachers are featured.
Positive suggestions for education reform legisiation are
offered, as well as some guidelines for evaluating stan-
dards. The standards of most states are criticized for their
lack of rigor, for their non-academic focus, and for their
evaluation systems that do not provide information re-
garding the effectiveness of the school programs, but
rather only evaluate individual students. '

Achieving Higher Standards in Mathematics
Effective School Practices, Spring 1994, Volume 13, No. 2

ABSTRACT: The standards from the National Council of
Teachers of Mathematics prescribe teaching practice more
than they set standards for student performance. Several
research articles provide evidence that the NCTM teach-
ing practices are probably not the best. practices for
achieving the student performance standards implied in
the standards.




Beginning Reading Instruction
Effective School. Practices, Winter 1994, Volume 13, No. 1
ABSTRACT:, Research still shows that systematic phonics

instruction with a code‘based reader are important com-

‘ponents of effective initia) reading instruction and are nat
. incompatible with most whole language activities. Read
Keith Stanovich’s analysis of reading instructon issues in
Romance and reality and Patrick Groff's review of Reading
Recovery research. Read how a highly successful school

teaches reading to Spanish-speaking children. Edward.

Fry also provides a set of tools for solving common read-
ing problems,

Discriminatory Educational Practices
Effective School Practices, Spring, 1993, Volume 12, No. 2

ABSTRACT: Research has documented discriminatory
effects for two popular school reforms: whole language
and “developmentally appropriate practice” as it has
been defined by the National Association for the Educa-
tion of Young Children. This edition summarizes the
research evaluating effects of these reforms on the up-
ward mobility and learning of economically disadvantaged
children, minority children, and special education chil-
dren. These diverse learners in Programs incorporating
the papular “child-centered” pedagogies are less likely to
acquire the tools they will need for economic success and
have lower self-esteem than children in traditional pro-
grams,

Heterogeneous Grouping and Curriculum Design
Effective School Practices, Winter, 1993, Volume 12, No.1

ABSTRACT: Heterogeneous Broupingisasuperficial and
ineffective solution to the problem of diserimination in
education. Equal access to educationinvolves much more
than having equal access to a seat in the classroom, This
edition presents research summaries and perspectives
surrounding grouping decisions. Research finds subject-
specifichomogeneous grouping most effective in subjects
that are skills-based, such as.reading and mathematics.
The reprinted education survey by the Economist com-
pares educational systems around the world and finds
Alnerica’s attempt fo provide equal education for all a
failed experiment. The Economist praises Germany’s abil-
ity to tumn out the most highly skilled workers in the
world. Both Forbes and the Economist criticize many of the
currently popular American reforms, such as whole lan-
guage and heterogeneous grouping, for the mediocrity
they seem to encourage. :

Listing of Effective Programs

Effective School Practices, monograph, 1993, also AD] News,

Volume 11, No. 5.

ABSTRACT: This issue features a complete annotated
listing of Direct Instruction, programs authored by Zig
Engelmann and his colleagues. Also included are proce-
dures for obtaining funding, addresses of funding'sources,
and a model proposal.

Wholistic Approaches .
ADI News, Summer, 1992, Volume 11, No: 4 -

- ABSTRACT: Effective instruction {e.g., Direct Instruc-

tion,} provides wholistic integration of skills that have
been specifically taught. Wholistic programs that do not
teach important component skills are inferior. A study is
reported that shows that students learning from Direct
Instruction programs in mathematicsachieve hi gherscores
than students learning from the new teaching standards
promoted by National Council of Teachers of Mathemat.
ies. A synthesis of studies in reading shows that using
Direct Instruction reading programsresultin higherread-
ing scores than whole language programs that provide no
instruction in compaonent skilis, such as decoding.

ADI News, Volume 11, No. 2

ABSTRACT: This edition includes a study comparing the
effects of four procedures for parents to use in teaching
reading to their children. Parents using Teach Your Child
to Read. in 100 Easy Lessons (see AD] materials list for

1

ordering information) obtained the highest reading im-

provement scores with their children. This ‘edition also .

reports a comparison of the achievement scores of Wesley
Elementary, a Direct Instruction school, with ten other
schools, the results of a comparison of meaning-based
versus code-based programs in California, and other re-
ports of the effectiveness of Direct Instruction programs
with special populations.

Historié.ﬂ Issue ITI
ADI News, Volume 8, No. 4

ABSTRACT: The historical series reprint highlight ar-
ticles and contributions from earlier editions. The featured
articles in this edition are divided into the following
sections: (1} Implementation strategies and issues, (2)
Direct Instruction research studies, and (3) Research re-
lated to DIs goals. Russell Gersten's response to a study
that is widely discussed among promoters of the current
child-directed instruction reform is reprinted in this edi-
tion. That study by Schweinhart, Weikart, and Larner is
highly critical of DI preschool programs. Gersten criti-
cizes that study primarily for using self-report data to
evajuate delinquency and for interpreting nonsignificant
differences as if they were significant.

Historical Issue I .
ADI News, Volume 7, No. 4.

ABSTRACT: The featured articles in this issue aredivided
into the following sections: (1) Introduction, (2) Research
studies, and (3) Management strategies. These include a
classic essay by Zig Engelmann “On Observing Learn-
ing,” a'high school follow-up study on Follow Through
children in Uvalde TX, a meta-analysis of the effects of DI
in special education by W.A.T. White, and other studies
reporting the effects of Dlin teaching English as a Second
Language, poverty level preschoolers, secondary students,
‘and' moderately retarded children. Also included are
classroom management tips from Randy Sprick and Geoff
Colvin, along with a school-wide discipline plan.
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> Materials Price List

 The Association for Direct Instruction distributes the following Direct Instruction materials. Members of AD/
receive a 20% discount on these materials. To join ADI and take advantage of this discount, simply fill out the
form on the back of this sheet and include your annual dues with your order.

Title & Author Membaer Price  List Price Quantity Total

New Ereventing Failure in the Primary Grades (1969 & 1997)

Siegfried Engslmann $18.95 $24.95

Theory of instruction {1991) '
Siegfried Engelmann & Douglas Carnine $32.00 $40.00

The Surefire Way to Better Spelling (1993) '
Robert C. Dixon $8.75 $12.00

Teach Your Child to Read in 100 Easy Lessons (1983) ' :
Siegfried Engelmann, Phyllis Haddox, & Elaine Bruner $14.95 $17.95

Turning Our Schools Around: Seven Commonsense
Steps to School Improvement (1995) '
Phyllis Anderson Wilken $15.95 $19.95

Structuring Classrooms for Academic Success (1983)
- 5. Paine, J. Radicchi, L. Rosellini, L. Deutchman, & C. Darch $11.00 $14.00

War Against the Schools’ Academic Child Abuse {1992

Siegfried Engelmann $14.95 $17.95

Ne¥ Besearch on Direct instruction (1396)

Gary Adams & Siegfried Engelmann s -§19.95 $24.95
Use this chart to figure your shipping and handiing charges. | | - Subiotal
If your order is: P&His: :
$0.00 to $20.99 .....ooueronrorecn.. $4.00 " Postage & Handling
$21.00 to $40.99 ....covvrevevinnn, $5.50
$fﬁ.00 o $60.99 .......crvvveree, $7.00 : ADI Membership Dues
$61.00 to $80.93 ....... T, $8.50 ‘
$81.00 0r MOIE ..., 10% of Subtotal : ‘ Total
Outside the continental U.S., add $3 more _ (U.S. Funds)

Make checks payable to Association for Direct Instruction, -

P!ease charge my __ Visa ___Mastercard in the amount of §

Card Number & Expiration Date ' ‘

Signed

Name:
i Address:
"/ City, State, Zip:

Send to ADI, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440 .
You may also phone in your order with VISA or Mastercard. Phone 1.800.995.2464
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Our New Home is almost complete.,.
Come to our open house

w.adihome-oTS

ADI is pleased to announce that our web page is al-
most complete and ready for you to check over. Avail-
able features include: '

e  ADI Store. ,
Conference Listings
Members Forum
Make Zig’s Day _
and other areas telling about ADI and
Direct Instruction. "

hitp://WW

To log into the Members area, at the prompt enter
guest. The temporary password is rtd5. |
Members will receive an individual name and pass-
word in March.

We are very excited about this development and would
love your feedback to make this page a valuable tool
for youl

ADI has TWO Email Lists: one for discussion and announcements (effscl'uprac)," another for

_ announcements only (adinews).

To subscribe to the discussion and announcements list, send the following miessage from your
email account: | : ‘ L o
To: Mailserv@oregon.uoregon.edu
Message: Subscribe effschprac

(Don’t add Pleast or any other words to your message. It will only cause errors. Mailservisa

computer, not a person. No one reads your subscription request.) :

By subscribing to the EFFSCHPRAC list, you will be able participate in discussions of topics of
interest to ADI members. You will automatically receive in your email box all messages that are
sent to the list. You can also send your news and views out to the list subscribers, like this:

To: Effschprac@oregon.uoregon.edu

Subject: Whatever describes your topic.

Message: Whatever you want to saiy.

To subscribe to the announcements only list (adinews), send from your email account the
following message: ‘

To: majordomo@lists.uoregon.edu

Message: subscribe adinews

On this list, you will receive announcements only, such as news of upcoming TV specials on DI,
announcements from employers seeking persons with DI teaching skills and from those with DI
teaching skills seeking jobs, and other news flashes.
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> Association for Direct Instruction

PO Box 10252, Eugene, Oregon 97440 o  541.485.1293 (voice) e 541.683.7543(fax)

Join ADI...

The Association for Direct Instruction is a nonprofit organization dedicated to the dissemi-
nation of information on effective, research-proven practices for schools. ADI publishes a
quarterly magazine, Effective School Practices, featuring research from the field, imple-
mentation descriptions from schools around the world, and expert, easy-to-understand
answers to questions about the problems school personnel face in teaching, supervising
or administering every day. ADI also publishes books, sponsors workshops and regional

conferences, and markets other products that are available to members at a discount,

Membership Options

$20.00 Regular subscription and membership (includes one year of Effective School
Practices and a 20% discount on ADI sponsored events and on publications sold by ADI).

$10.00 Student membership (includes one year of Effective School Practices and a 40%
discount on ADI sponsored events and a 20% discount on publications sold by ADI).

$40.00 Sustaining membership (includes Regular membership privileges and recognition
of your support in Effective School Practices).

$75.00 Institutional membership (includes 5 subscriptions to Effective School Practices
and regular membership privileges for 5 staff people).

- I'dlike.to do more. Enclosed is an additional contribution of $

® Canadian addresses add $5.00 US to above prices. Contributions and duss to ADI are tax

B el L. o . ' i o the f the law,
® For surface delivery overseas, add $10.00 US; for airmail deductible to the fullest extent of the law
delivery overseas, add $20.00 US to the above prices. Please make checks payabia to ADI.
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